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OoF 1974
;i;'wonuuz II: ‘A COMPARISON WITH MODEL CITIES
N~ ‘
—i --A report prepared by the Michigan
() Advisory Committee to the U.S. June 1576

L) Commission on Civil Rights

ATTRIBUTION:

The findings and recommendations
contained in this report are those of
the Michigan Advisory Committee to
the United states Commission on Civil
Rights and, as such, are not
attributable to the Commission. This
report has been prepared by the State
advisory Committee for submission to
the Commission, and will be
considered by the Commission in
formulating its recommendations to
the President and Congress.

RIGHT OF RESPONSE:

Prior to the publication of a report,
the State Advisory Committee affords
to all individuals or organizations
that may be defamed, degraded, or
incrimirated by any material
contained in the report an , »
opportunity to respond in writing to
such material. All responses have
been incorporated, appended, or
otherwise reflected in the
publication.
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

MICHIGAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE <
R : TO THE U.S. COMMISSION ON
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Frankie M. Freeman

Robert S. Rankin

Manuel Ruiz, Jr.

Murray Saltzman

John A. Buggs, Staff Directofi*

Sirs and Madam:

The Michigan Advisory Committee submits this report, tbh2
second in a continuing study of the civil rights aspects of
the Housing and Cquunity Development Act of 1974, as part
of its responsibility to advise the Commission akout civil
rights problems within this State.

This-yeport is interim in nature. It compares the effect of
equal protection and civil rights provisions of the new
community development law with those same provisions of the
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of
1966 (model cities). ‘

The Advisory Committee has found that in the area of
citizens' participation, low-income and minority individuals
have fewer opportunities to participate in decisionmaking
ander the new act than they, had under model cities
legislation. Th2 decline in citizen participation by low-
income and minority individuals is seen by the Advisory
committee as a condition that should and can be corrected by

both administrative and legislative action.

Secondly, communities have increased the amount of funding
going to physical development (hardware) projects under
community development from what it had been during 1968-72,
the years of heavy model cities activity. At the same time
communities have sharply decreased the amount of funding
going to public service (software) types of projects. The
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Advisory Comr.ittee has determined that this shift in program
funding has not been due to a change in community needs but
primarily to the dismantling of the citizen participation
procedures prevalent during 1968-72 under model cities.
Differences in the wording of the new law and model cities,
along with statements of congressional intent, have also
contributed to this shift in program funding.

Bagsed on these findings, this Advisory Committee has
directed recommendations to appropriate local, State, and =
Federal officials. It is the Advisory Committee's hope that
the Commission will support these recommendations with
specific actions. The Advi sory Committee is continuing its
examination of the 1974 act and further reports and '
recommendations will be forthcoming.

Respectfully,
/’s/

Jo-ann- Terry
Chairperson
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THE UNITED STATES COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

The United States Commission on Civil Rights, created by the
Civil Rights Act of 1957, is an independent, bipartisan
agency of the executive branch of the Federal Government.

By the terms of the act, as amended, the Commission is
charged with the following duties pertaining to denials of
the equal protection of the laws based on race, color, sex,
religion, Or national origin: investigation of individual
discriminatory denials of the right to vote; study of legal
development's with respect to denials of the equal protection
of the law; appraisal of the laws and policies of the United
States with respect to denials of equal protection of the

lawy maintenance of a national clearinghouse for information

respecting denials of equal protection of the law; and
investigation of patterns or practices of fraud or
discrimination in the conduct of Federal elections. The
Commission is also required to submit reports to the
President and the cCongress at such times as the Commission,
the Congress, or the President shall deem desirable,

THE STATE ADVISORY COMMITTEES

An Advisory cCommittee to the United States Commission on
Civil Rights has been established in each of the S0 States
and the District of Columbia pursuant to section 105 (¢} of
the Civil Right Act of 1957 as amended. The Advisory
Committees are made up of responsible persons who serve
without compensation. Their functions under their mandate
from the Commissian are to: advise the Commission of all
relevant information concerning their respective States on
matters within the jurisdic%iaon of the Commission; advise
the Commission on matters of mutual concern in the
preparation of reports of the Commission to the President
and the Congress; receive reports, suggestions, and
recommendations from individuals, public and private
organizations, and public officials upon matters pertinent
to ingquiries conducted by the State Advisory Committee;
initiate and forward advice and recommendations to the
Commission upon matters in which the Commission shall
request the assistance of the State Advisory Committee; and
attend, as observers, any open hearing or conference which
the Commission may hold within the State. -
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 is
the most recent in a history of congressional actions begun
in 1937 that affect the housing and living conditions of the
_nation's poor. According to the U.S. Department of Housiag

_and Urban Development, the new law is quite different from

the more than 60 Federal programs that have gone before it
and "significantly alters Federal involvement in a wide

range of housing and community development activities.®t

Due to this change in Federal involvement in programs
dealing with the country's poor and minority communities,
the Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on
civil Rights has undertaken a study of the racial and
economic effects of the Housing and community Development
Act and its implementation in the State of Michigan. The
study focuses on the effectivaness of those provisions of
the law regquiring civil rights compliance, citizen
participation, and priority expenditures for low- and
moderate-income families. '

pPhase one of the Advisory Committee's study consisted
of an analysis of the application and funding process and
the impact of the new legislation in one suburban Detroit
community. A report of the Advisory committee's findings
and recommendations,. Civil Rights and the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, Volume I: Livonia, was
published in June 1975.

Phase +wo of the study compares - he civil rights
implications of the new law with the civil rights
implications of one of its predecessOr programs, model
cities. The Advisory Committee analyzed the intent of boti
laws:; the legislation creating both programs; rules,
requlations, and court decisions affecting the
implementation of both laws: the processes, Programs, and
benefits resulting from both laws; and the opinions of
primary participants in both programs regarding their
effectiveness.

on June 26 and 27, 1975, thLe Advisory committee held
informal hearings in Lansing, Michigar., as a part of its
study. Witnesses appearing at the informal hearings
included representatives of the model cities programs in
each of the eight communities in Michigan that had received
model cities funds, representatives of city governments,
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directors of city agencies with authority owver commnunity
development funds, angd individuals active in citizen
participation units of model cities programs.

In this comparison the Advisory committee looked at two
elements of both model cities and community developments—-— -———
citizen participation and progrim decisions, in order to
determine the extent of involvement by the poor and minority
community, and to determine the benefits received by the
poor and minority community.

The model cities program was chosen for this
comparative analysis because it was one of the several
categorical programs folded into the Housing and Community
Development Act, because of its similarities to the Housing
and Community Development Act, and because it was one of the
most recent programs established by Congress prior to the
passage of the 1974 act. Like the RBousing and Community
Development Act, model cities was intended to benefit
Principally low- and moderate-income families, provide a
wide range of alternative uses for available funds, ang
aliow city governments a great deal of discretion in
determing how money would be spent. These characteristics
set model cities apart from other rederal community
improvement programs, which limited the use of funds to a
specific purpose such as water and sewers, housing
rehabilitation, or historic preservation.

The two programs are also different in other respects.
Each has its own history of congressional intent and
burpose. Each has its own set of requ.iations and guidelines
for implementation. And each has operated under the
authority of different administrative personnel at various
levels of the Department of Housing and Urban Development,

This is a report of the Advisory Committee's findings,
conclusions, and recommendations regarding its comparison of
the model cities and cormunity development programs. The
report is interim in nature, as the Advisory Committee is
continuing its study of the new law and will publish
additional findings and recommendations as other portions of ~
the study are completed. :

The entire project has been established under the
Commission's legislative mandate to appraise the *"laws and
policies of the United States with respect to denials of
equal protection of the law,"2 The Michigan Advisory
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Committee sought to determine whether the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974 has maintained or
increased the guarantees of equal protection promised by the
~ Constitution or whether those guarantees have been in any
-——way eroded or decreased by the passage and implementation of
this new legislation.

NOTES TO SECTION I

1y.S., Department of Housing and Urban Development, Summary
of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (1974),

p. %o

2gsec. 106 (a) (3) Civil Rights Act of 1957 as amended.




II. HISTORY AND PURPOSE OF THE ACTS

The Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Developuent
Act of 1966,1! known as model cities, was designed to proviie
Federal grants and technical assistance to city
demonstration agencies to plan, develop, and conduct
programs to improve the physical envirorment, increase the
supply of housing for low- and moderate-income people, and
to provide educational and social services vital to health
and welfare,.? :

In passing the act Congress declared that "improving
the quality of urban life is the most critical dome:tic
proclem facing the United States. "3 Concress also found that
the Federal Government's previous grant-in-aid programs for
housing had not met the urban needs of the country and that
additional financial assistance with new and broader
approaches to the shortage of housing and other urban
problems was necessary:

The persistence of widespread urban
slums and blight, the concentration of
persons of low income in older urkan
areas, and the unmet needs for
additional housing and community
facilities. and services arising from
rapid expansion of our urban population
have resulted in a marked deterioration
in the gquality of the environment and
the lives of large numbers of our
people while the Nation as a whole
prospers, ¢

According the the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, model cities gave local communities “the
broadest discretion in developing proposed programs®™ ever
experiencad prior to the passage Qf the Housing and
Cemmunity Development Act of 1974,.5

The Housing and Community Development Act of 19746 is
one part of an overall effort made during the early 1970s to



reisrm the Federal graant-in-aid system (categorical grants)
and remove part of the responsibility for domestic
decisionmaking from Federal authority and place it in the
hands of state and local governments. This "new
federalism,” as it was termed, was manifest in such liaws as
+he State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 (general
revenue sharing) and the Comprehensive Employment Training
Act of 1973 (CETA).?

The Housing and Community Development Act 2liminated
categorical grant-in-aid programs for open space land
grants, urban beautificaticn and historic preservation,
public facility loans, water and sewer and neighborxrhood
facilities grants, nurban renewal and neighborhood '
development'gfbgram grants, and model cities supplemental
grants. They/act replaced these programs with & single
"block grait" to applicants who qualify for funding. A
community?s, “"entitlement,” the total amount of its grant, is
based on a mathematical formula that is uniformly avplied to
all applicantsy

The primar&\objective of the act is "the development of
viable urban communities, by providing decent housing and a
suitable living environment and expanding economic
opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate
income."8 In passing the act Congress declared that "the
future welfare of the Nation and the well-being of its
citizens depend on the establishment and maintenance of
viable urban communities as social, economic, and political
entities."?

congress also found that previous programs, both public
and private, had been inadequate, resulting in "the growth
and persistence of urban slums and blight and the marked
deterioration of the guality of the urben environment." The
nation's cities, towns, and smaller urban communities “face
critical social, economic, and environmental problems
arising from the growth of population in metropolitan and
other urban areas, and the concentration of persons of lower
income in central cities."10 |

Local communities were given increased responsibility
and contrdl over funding expenditures as described in a
report of the Committee on Banking and Currency of the U.S.
House of Representatives: '

e
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The committee wishes tc emphasize that
a principal objective of the communi ty
development program proposed in the
bill is to strengthen the ability of
local elected officials to determine

- their community's development needs,
set priorities, and allocate resources
to various activities. local elected
officials should clearly be in charge.
of managiiag block grant funds flowing
to their communities.1t

i1
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NOTES TO SECTION II
142 ", S.C. §63301 et seg. (1970).

2y.s., Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Banking and Currency, Subcommittee on Housing, Housing and
Community Development Legislation--1973, 93rd Cong., ist
sess., 1973, part 3, p. 1967 (hereafter cited as HCD °

Leqislation--1973).
342 U.S.C. §3301(1970) .

4Ibid.

sycD Legislation--1973, p. 1967.

642 U.S.C.A. §65301 et seq. (1975).

731 U.S.C. 61221 et seq. (Supp. IV 1974) and 29 U.S.C.
68801 et seq. (Supp. IV 1974).

842 U.S.C.A. §5301(c) (1975).

" 91bid., (b).

101bid., (a) (1)-.

11y,.S., Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Banking and Currency, Compilation of the Housing and
community Development Act of 1974, 93rd Cong., 2d sess.,
1974, pp. 355, 356.




IIT. CITIZENS' PARTICIPATION

Legislative Differences

Requirements for citizen participation are spelled out

in both the model cities act and the community development
act. The model cities act required "widespread citizen
participation in the program.%"! The housing and community
development act requires: '

. -.sSatisfactory assurance that, prior

to submission of its applicaticn, it

has (A) provided citizens with adequate

information concerning the amount of

funds available for proposed community

development and housing activities, and

other important program requirements,

(R) held public hearings to obtain the

views of citizens on community

development and housing needs and (C)

provided citizens an adequate

opportunity to participate in the

development of the application...but no

part of this paragraph shall be

construed to restrict the

responsibility and authority of the

applicant for the development of the

application and the execution of its

Community Development Program.2
The act also provides that funds may be used to support
certain citizen participation activities including: "the
provision of information and resources to residents of areas
in which community development and housing activities are to
be corncentrated with respect to the planning and execution
of such activities, "3 :

The two legislative requirements are different in that
model cities law requires participation in the program. ‘The
community development act requires participation only in the
application process,

»



Model cities does not specify in any way the type or
extent of citizen participation. The community development
act specifies that "adequate information" must be provided
to citizens, that "public hearings" ke held to get the views
of citizens, and that there be "adequate opportunity to
participate" in developing the application.

The model cities law does not include any language
regarding citizen participation and its effect on the
responsibility and authority of the applicant. The
community development act specifies that the citizen's
participation requirements of the law cannot be construed to
restrict the applicant's responsibility or authority over
the application for or execution of a community development
program.*

Differences in HUD Interpretation and Regulations

under both the model cities act and the community
development act, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) is charged with responsibility for the
issuance of regulations necessary for full implementation of
the congressional intent of the law.

Regulations passed by HUD regarding citizen
participation under model cities include the issuance of
City Demonstration Agency (CDA) Letter No. 3 on October 30,
1967. The HUD letter stated:

The implementation of this statutory
provision requires: (1) the
constructive involvement of citizens in
+he model neighborhood area and the
city as a whole in planning and
carrying out the program, and (2) the
means of introducing the views of area
residents in policy making should be
javeloped and opportunities should be
afforded area residents to participate
actively in planning and carrying out
the demonstration.

This requirement grows out of the
conviction that improving the quality
of 1life of the residents of the model
neighborhood can be accomplished only
by the affirmavive action of the people



themselves. This requires a means of
building self-esteem, competence and. a
desire to participate effectively in
solving the social and physical
problems of their community.

HUD will not determine the ideal
\ organizational pattern designed to
accomplish this objective. It will,
however, outline performance standards
for citizen participation which must be
achieved by each City Demonstration
- Agency. It is expected that patterns

will vary from city to city, reflecting
local circumstances.. The city
government, as the principal instrument
for carrying out the Model Cities
program, will be responsible for
insuring that whatever ocrganization is
adopted provides the means for the
model neighborhood's citizens to
participate and be fully involved in
policy-making, planning and the

- ‘execution of all program elements. For
a plan to be approved, it must provide -
for such an organization and spell out
precisely how the participation and
involvement of the residents is to be
carried out throughout the life of the
Mcdel Cities program.

HUD went on in the same letter to outline performance
standards for citizen participation in model neighborhood
programs: o ;

In order to provide the citizen
participation called for in the Act,
there must be some form of
organizational structure, existing or
newly established, which embodies
neighborhood residents in the process
of policy and program planning and
program implementation and operation.
The leadership of that structure must
consist of persons whom neighborhood
residents accept as representing their
interests.

10




.The neighborhood citizen participation
; structure must have clear and direct
access to the decision making process
of the City Demonstration Agency SO
that neighborhood views can influence
policy, planning and program decisions.
That structure must have sufficient
information about any wmatter to be
decided for a sufficient period of time
so that it can initiate proposals and
react knowledgeably to proposals from
others. In order to initiate and react
intelligently in program matters, the
structure must have the technical
capacity for making knowledgeable
decisions. This will mean that some
form of professional technical
assistance, in a manner agreed to by
neighborhood residents shall be
provided.

*
P,

where financial problems are a barrier
to effective participation, financial
assistance (e.g., baby sitting fees,
reimbursement for transportation,
compensation for serving on Boards or
committees) should be extended to
neighborhood residents to assure their
opportunity to participate.

Neighborhood residents will be employed
in planning activities and in the
execution of the program, with a view
toward development of new career lines,
including appropriate training and
modification of local civil service
regulations for entry and promotion.

HUD's Technical Assistance Bulletin No. 3, titled

r #wCcitizen Participation in Model Cities,“ stressed the
importarnice of a partnership between citizens and the city
council:

Although these citizen participation
arrangements cannot abrogate the

contractual responsibility of the city
to HUD, they represent a vital part of

11




the mechanisms by which the city shares
-‘power with the citizen structure. Such
mechanisms for sharing of power and
responsibility are essential to citizen
. participation and to the ultimate
’ success of the Mcdel Cities program.

The most fundamental lesson illustrated
by the experiences of the first
generation of model cities is that the
concept of partnership cannot be
implemented without considerable effort
and expense. Citizens' distrust of
‘ public officials can neither be arqued
. nor rationalized away. Public
agencies' procedures, styles, and
skills cannot be changed solely by
admonition or the carrot of new Federal
- programs. Years of partnership may be
necessary to compensate for generations
of distrust,

In many ventures, some partners are
more equal than others, City
government is clearly the dominant
partner in the Model Cities Program.
Yet it is precisely because city
government has the ultimate power of
final decision in the Model Cities
Program that the concept of partnership
carries the risk that it can ke reduced
to rhetoric, thus defeating the
objectives of citizen participation.

In its 1970 handbook, "Workable Program for Community
Improvement," HUD stated that it is a "guiding principle of
departmental policy to insure that citizens have the
opportunity to participate in policies and programs which
affect their welfare.” In the same handbook HUD recognized
the need for citizens to be involved as full participants:in
decisionmaking rather than the more traditional, but
ineffective, advisory role:

New forms of collaborative
relationships btetween citizens and
government, new mears for participation
in the decisionmaking process, need to

\
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be developed...traditional acts of
participation--voting, attendance at
meetings, letters to Congressmen--are
frequently ineffective in dealing with
the immediate problems raised by
increasingly large and complex programs
having direct impact on peoples!
lives.®

Regulations passed by HUD regarding citizen
participation in the housing and community development
program repeat the same language as Congress used in the act
(as noted above). In addition, HUD included a section on
citizen participation in the performance standards subpart
of the regulations that requires the Secretary of HUD to
determine if: B '

(1) A local citizen participation plan
has been developed ard made public.

The recipient shall specify in the plan
how it intends to meet the citizen
participation requirements of this
Part, inclusive of a timetable
specifying: (i) When and how
information will be disseminated
concerning the amount of funds
available for projects that may be
undertaken, along with other important
program requirements; (ii) when in the
initial stage of the planning process
public hearings will be held; (iii)
when and how citizens will have an
opportunity to participate in the
development of the application prior to
submission: (iv) when and how any
technical assistance the recipient may
choose to provide, will be made
available to assist citizen
participants to understand program
requirements such as Davis-Bacon,
environmental policies, equal
opportunity requirements, relocation
provisions and like requirements, in
the preapplication process; and (v) the
nature and timing of citizen
participation in the development of any
future community development program

13
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amendments, includirg reallocation of
funds and designation of new activities
or locations.

(2) A local process has been developed
which permits citizens likely to be
affected by community development and
housing activities, including low and
imoderate income persons, to articulate
needs, express preferences about

- proposed activities, assist in the
selection of priorities, and otherwise
participate in the development of the
application, and have individual and
other complaints answered in a timely
and responsive manner. (Applicants may
wish to provide bilingual) opportunities
for citizen participation, it feasible,
where significant numbers of non-
English speaking persons are likely to
be affected by community development
program activities.)?

No additional guidelines on citizens! participation
have been provided by HUD, even though the department
received a number of requests for additional guidelines
during the period of public comment on the regulations.
According to HUD, these requests were rejected "since the
proposed requirements would have imposed upon HUD the
responsibility for specifying the manner in which local
government related to its citizens. This role was not
considered appropriate for HUD.%e '

The reguiatory requirements of the two laws are
different in that: ‘

(1) Model cities required an organizational structure
of neighborhood residents. Commurity development has no
such requirement.

(2) Model cities required that neighborhood residents
be involved in (a) program planning, (b) policymaking, (c)
implementation of programs, and (d) ongoing operation of
programs. Community development requires an opportunity for
citizens to participate only in the development of an
application for funds prior to its submission and in any
amendments which might be made to that application,

14
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(3) Model cities required that the neighborhood
residents. who made up the organizational structure must be
persons whom neighborhood residents accepted as representing
their interest. The community development regulations
include no such requirement.

(4) Model cities required that where financial problems
were a barrier to effective participation of neighborhood
residents, financial assistance should be made available.
community development regulations include no such
requirement. ‘

(5) Model cities regulations include a statement of
philosophy that improving the quality of life for low-income
residents can only be accomplished by the affirmative action
of those residents themselves. Community develcpment
regulations include no such statemént of philosophy.

(6) Model cities regulations included a statement that
cities must share power-with citizens and that this sharing
of power and responsibility was essential to citizens?
participation and the ultimate success of the program.
Community development includes no such statement.

(7) Workable program guidelines that covered model
cities programs noted that attendance at meetings, voting,
and letters to Congress were quite often ineffective means
of citizens' participation and required new alternatives for
particivation in the decisionmaking process. Community
development requlations require such meetings as a principal
source of citizens' participation.

Legal Interpretations and Judicial Findings

court decisions also contributed to implementation of
citizens' participation under model cities legislation. The
primary area of legal debate centered around the degree of
authority and control vested irn citizens by the Congress.

The United States Court of Appeals for the Third
Circuit found that the requirement of “"widespread citizen
participation in the program® and the emphasis on "local
initiative in the planninc..." formed a "central and novel
feature of the Demonstration Cities Act...."?

Describing the congressional intent of the law, the
court®!s opinion stated:

15



Perhaps the best expression of
Congress' intent in passing the act was
employed by plaintiffs' counsel in oral
arqument in the court: wviz., "Power to
the powerless," that is to say, it was
the intention of Congress to cause the
poverty-stricken citizens of our larger
cities to improve their lot by their
own efforts,10 q

The extent of authority granted to citizens has been
defined by one U.S. district court as something less than
"absolute control" or an "equality of power" with the local
governmental agency.!! However, another district court
determined that citizens do have a definite authority under
the law and "must participate in the implementation of this
chapter {of the model cities act] and in the determination
of new policies or changes in existing basic strateqy of the
program. 12 In another district court case the court
determined that citizens are to be involved "in all phases
of the program" and "no plan will be formulated and no
action thereunder commenced except as there is widespread
citizen participation,."13

The U.S. appeals court, the highest court body to rule
on the authority of the citizens? participation component of
model cities, concluded that "a direct operational function
[for citizens]...is required by CDA Letter No. 3." The
court's decision gqoes on to point wut that it was contrary
to the law and to HUD regulations to allow citizens'
participation "to be reduced to an advisory capacity."ie

Legal interpretations of citizen participation under
the Housing and Community Development Act have not yet been
made, Although cases have been filed regarding the new act,
the courts have not yet entered rulings on the issues
involveqd.

Differences in Implementation

The Michigan Advisory Committee reviewed tne citizen
participation activiti2s of all eight model cities in
Michigan and compared those activities with the citizen
participation process used by tr= cities under the Housing
and Community Development Act. Although citizens?®
participation varied from city to city under both pieces of
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legislation, some basic similarities and comparisons can be
made.

under model cities most communities established an
ongoing citizens' participation component, often called a
policy board, that was officially recognized as the agent
for citizens! input and participation. This board was
usually incorporated, and its membership was elected by
model cities neighborhood residents.

The boards received regular budget allotments for their
ongoing operations, and in most cases they hired full-time
staff to assist in carrying cut their responsibilities.
Board members were paid stipends for loss of wages and other
costs incurred due to attendance at meetings.

Model cities policy boards normally had authority to
participate in planning, monitoring, and implemerting
neighborhood programs and, in many cases, operated in" some
form of partnership with the city and the model cities
agency, often having a veto power ovexr the choice of
programs and the letting of contracts. Usually this veto
power could also be asserted by the model cities agency a-
well, and the city government remained the final authority
in the decisionmaking process. City councils often chose to
iet the model cities agency and the citizens' polixy board
carry out needs assessments, set program goals, afd choose
programs and sSponsoxs. The city would then authorize those
programs and contrac on which the citizens' policy beoard
and city agency had re agreement.

Exceptions to these nor al operations are explained 1in
detail in the analysis of eagh city that follows.

puring the first year of e Housing and Community
Development Act, citizens' participation consisted primarily
of two or more public meetings called by the city with
voluntary attendance by residents of the community. In
addition, several cities distributed questicnnaires
requesting opinions on the city's housing and community
development needs.

Many cities also designated & citizens' participation
unit to assist the city government in its <future :
decisionmaking regqarding the community development act. In
nearly every case, members of these bodies were appointed
either by the mayor orxr the city council. Few of these units
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were given budgetary funds, staff, or authority to
participate in monitoring or implementation of community

development programs. Most were advisory in nature and had

no veto power or "partnership" status with either the city
*ouncil or the community development agency.
'

ANN ARBOR

The citizens' participation component of the Ann Arbor
model cities program was the Model Cities Policy Board. The
board consisted of 23 voting members who were elected
residents of the model citjes neighberhood. candidates for
election were not required to live in the model
neighborhood.ts

The authority of the policy board was reflected in the
organizational chart of the city demonstration agency (see
figure 1), Like other traditional administrative formats in
Ann Arbor, such as the planning department and the housing
commission, the director of the city demonstration ‘agency
answered to the policy board and the policy board, in turn,
was responsible to the city council.ts

The policy board also had Substructures, including
program task forces, "responsikle for continuous planning
and evaluation of the various projects in the moael city
area," model neighborhnod area groups organized to feed
intformation to the task forces, and citizen participation
staf{ members responsible for coordinating citizen input
into the task force an. policy board decisionmaking.t?

According to the ¥“Second Year Action Plan® tor the Ann
Arbor model cities program, the purpose of the entire
citizen participation structure was to "insure that

sufticient information and control was provided so that they

(citizens] may be in a position to make decisions affecting
their life within the city of Ann Arbor.wis Figure 2
indicated that the policy board held a decisionmaking role
in the development of fiscal plans and programs. 1In
addition, a similar system was used in the letting of
individual contracts for projects. A citizen task force
reviewed each contract and made a recommendation to the
policy board. The policy board then reviewed the
récommendation and referred its decision on to the mayor and
city council.ts

i8
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*The Model Neighborhood Policy Board is the major
decisionmaking body,". for model cities, according to the
city's 1972-73 application. ®The board makes the final
recommendations to the mayor and the ¢ity council on all
proiects, proposals, contracts, and such which affect the
social and physical development of the model neighborhood
area,n29

According to the mayor of Ann Arbor and members of the
policy board, the decisionmaking authority of the board went
through two distinct phases. The flrst, lasting until
approximately 1973, consisted of ‘a double veto system under
which the city government could not use model cities money
without the approval of the policy board and the policy
board, in turn, could not use funds without the city
government's agpproval.

Phase two, which followed, removed the double veto and
clarified the position of the city council as the final
authority in all matters regarding the expenditures of city
funds. According to one policy board member, this change
reduced the effectiveness of the board, and during the
following 2 years the city council increased its
participation in model cities decisionmaking, oftentimes
overruling policy board recommendations. (pp. 53, 134)21

The policy board held regular meztings and paid its
members stipends to defray any expenses incurred for their
attendance.2?2 Approximately 65 percent of the board members
were minority and an estimated 40 percent represented low-
income families. (p. 61) The citizens' participation unit of
the city demonstration agency included an organizer-trainer,
two community organization aides, two communication aides,
and selected citizen and technical consultants.
Approximately $45,000 was budgeted for the:activities of
these staff persons during 1972-73.23

The citizen participation component of the Ann Arbor
housing and community development program consisted of
public meetings held on three separate evenings, a letter
from the mayor of Ann Arbor "calling upon each citizen to
send a letter or other written communication setting
forth...suggestions of community needs," and the formation
of two committees to "recommend to the mayor and council a
planning and decisionmaking process and the steps to be
followed.n2¢ ‘
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In its report ®citizen Participation for Conmunity
Development Revenue Sharing Funds,® the city reported that
300 citizens attended the city's meetings regarding the
grant and 56 individuals expressed their opinions regarding
the funds. The results of the mayor's letter-writing ’
invitation are not included in the report. )

- In addition, the report describes the two committees
formed tO0 procure citizen participation. Committee I
consisted of 16 members, all chairpersons of various boards
and commissions operating in the city, and all appointed by °
the mayor with city council approval. This committee met
seven times and disbanded, passing along a series of
recommendations, to committee II. Committee II consisted of
31 members, including 6 from committee I and 25 selected
from attendees of the city-sponsored public meetings.  All
members were appointed by the mayor.25

The committee has no ongoing budget or full-time staff.
Participants are not granted stipends for loss of wages or
other expenses incurred because of attendance at meetings.
The purpose and authority of the committee, according to the
city's report, was to make recommendations to the city
council regarding the development of the application for
funds.2¢ The committee has no authority over the director of
community developmen*: activities. Approximately 70 percent
of the committee members are white, and an estimated 15 to
20 percent represent low-income families. (pp. 61, 62)

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions concerning the changes in
citizen participation between model cities and community
development. Mayor Albert H. Wheeler, elected to office
after the first year's citizen participation and application
process had been completed, expressed opposition to the
reduction of citizens' participation under community
development.

I have a very strong feeling that
citizens ought to control the use of
their monies, whether it comes from
local government or whether it comes
from the Federal Government. I think
there has to be something more than
advice that one expects from
citizens...and you also have to make it
easier for some of the lower income

22



people to participate. (pp. 102, 103)
It just -seems to me that maybe there
ought to be a sharing of power, as we
originally started [under model
cities], a kind of double veto power
that did give us more than just writing
some recommendations and having them
voted up or down. (p. 117) I quess I
can sum it up by saying lett!s get the
farce out of citizen participation, and
let's make it real and meaningful. (p.
104)

Ezra Rowry, who served as chairperson of the model
cities policy board and later served on committee I for the
community development program, indicated that .two basic
philosophies regarding citizen participation had been used
in the city. The first, which operated in the early years
of model cities, was that "citizens must be involved and
must have an influential say so.” The.second philosophy,
which existed during the termination of model cities and the
first year of conmunity development, was that "a citizen
could or should be consulted, but his participation is not
- paramount in having or running a program.® (p. 131)

Mr. Rowry went on to say that during the first years of
model cities the program was "truly controlled by the model
neighborhood residents.% (p. 133) During this time there was
"a constructive relationship, a positive relationship
between the model cities board and the political officials
of the city." This situation has now changed, however,
according to Mr. Rowry. (p. 142) Undexr the Housing and
Community Development Act, "we don't have the citizens'
participation we had under model cities." (p. 158}

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, as
measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations by
the city council, indicates that in Ann Arbor citizen
participation under the early model cities program was more
effective than under the rirst-year application process for
the Housing and Community Development Act. Accoxding to
city officials and members of the policy board, the city
council, prior to 1972, passed nearly every resolution
submitted to it by the policy board.z7 (p. 52)

under community development, however, the city council

. . altered the recommendations of the citizens' committee II1 as
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they saw fit. The city council :educed the citizenst
recommended budget for an ecology center by more than 60
percent, reduced the contingency fund by more than 50
percent, reduced the budget for an animal neutering clinic
by more than 15 percent, and completely eliminated a
$128,000 program for youth emplcyment and job training. The
council at the same time added programs of their own v
choosing, including a quarter of a miillion dollar project to
resurface and improve streets and curbs, 2®

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens!
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
have been entirely excluded from participation in these
areas under community development.

Dr. Theodore Beals, a member of the model cities policy
board and, according to city reports, a regular citizen
. Observer at committee meetings on housing and community
development, told the Michigan Advisory Committee, "The role
of minorities and the poor has been diminished to _
essentially meaningless tokenism under the Housing and
Community Development Act. The community developmant block
grant procedures are a giant step backward."29

BENTON HARBOR-BENTON TOWNSHIP

The city of Benton Harbor and the Township of Benton
operated a model cities demonstration project under a joint
governing arrangement whereby both governmental units were
equally represented on a model cities council, and both
governmental units retained final voting approval over model
cities programs and projects. (pp. 165, 179)

The citizens' varticipation component of the Benton
Harbor-Benton Township program was the Citizens Steering
Council, Inc., which was comprised of 19 members, 12 elected
trom the model neighborhood and 7 appointed by the 12
elected members.390 The council had an annual budget ranaing
from $88,000 to $116,00C. (b. 210) It maintained a full-
time staff of seven, including a djrector, community
consultants, and support staff.3! The council was also able
to hire independent consultants to advise members on
technical issues and was able to use funds to train i
employees and council members regarding legal and technical
aspects of the model citiss program. The council held
recular meetings ani paid participants for loss of wages and
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certain other costs incurred for attendance at thé
meetings.32 y

The authority and responsibility of the citizens
steering council was to:

(1) define problems and formulate program objectives
and priorities for the model cities program;

(2) determine the overall planning objectives and
priorities;

(3) coordinate its efforts with the city and township
to define strategies used to determine and solve the problenm
areas defined by the council;

: ~

~

(4) have overall responsikility to determine’ strategies
within the specific program areas; and

(5) carry out project monitoring and evaluation
activities and develop the standards for evaluating
performance and program impact.33

Determinations reached by the citizens steering council
were submitted to the model cities council, the joint
governing board of the entire program, which in turn took
the racommendations to their respective city and township
governing bodies for final approval. The citizens council
did not have a veto power over programs and projects but,
according to the director of the model cities program, Yany
proposal or project to be augmented was first referred to
the citizens for a recommendation® before it was taken to
the joint gowvernihg board. (p. 179) Occasionally, the joint
governing board would approve a proposal that the citizens
had not vet acted upon. In these instances the action was
taken contingent on the future approval of the citizemns
council. (p. 235) The city and the township governing units
could also initiate programs at their own discretion without
+he consent of the citizens council cr moded cities staff.
such actions occurred only on *rare occasioun," according to
the model cities director.3* The administrative structure of
the model cities program is shown in figure 3.

Under the Housing and Community Development Act, Benton
Harbor and Benton Township have received separate funding
and the joint governing arrangement used under model cities
has been terminated. Each governing unit now has its own
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separate citizens® participation component. The city of
Benton Harbor created the Community Development Citizans
Advisory Board as the citizens' participation component
under the Housing and Community Development Act. The board
consists of 19 members, each appointed by the mayor ana city
commission. This board held a series of meetings and
submitted a community development plan to the city
commission. The board's plan was altered to conform with
the desires of the city commission, and the plan was then
discussed at a city commission meeting that was open to the
public. (p. 239} :

The board's aithority includes:

(1) the use of experience, knowledge, and skills of its
members, who represent a broad cross-section of the
community, to help ideéptify and confirm needs, receive
proposed plans, set prlorities for &reas of activities, set
goals, and participate Xn the -implementation, evaluation,
modification, and dissemination of these glans;

(2) to advise the city commission on its Housing and
Community Development Act \plan and to make recommendations
for the implementation of Such plans;

»

(3) to participate in the selections of staff for human
services projects and the monitoring of such projects;
\
(4) to keep the generall puklic informed about such
plans and the progress thereVnder; and

{(S) to serve as a medium for cooperation between public
and private sectors in the support of the city of Benton
Harbor*s community development goals and objectives. 35

The city has set aside $g0,000 to support the
operations ¢f the board, principally to pay participants for
loss of wages and other costs incurred for attending '
mee’ ings. No funds are available for independent staff or
consultants. (p. 207) ‘ ~

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the dif ferences
in citizen participation under model cities and the
community development act. Arnold Smith, chairperson of
both the model cities citizens steering council and the
citizens board for the community development act, said, "I
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think that the citizens under model cities had more power to
make decisions and have.those decisions really heard and
Stuck to than we seem to have now under communi ty
development." (p. 235)

"I think we [citizens and the city] had a pretty good
relationship under Model Cities," Mr. Smith went on. "ye
did have some confrontations and we knocked some heads, but
I think we came out of it with better cooperation." (pp.
239, 240) Under the Housing dnd Community Development Act,
however, Mr. Smith reported that citizens "want some process
Oor some way to make sure that the city commission listens to
us. We have not found that way yet." (pp. 257, 258)

The effectiveness of citizens! participation, a's
- measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations by
the city commission, indicates that citizens' participation
was“about as effective under the first-year application
procedures for the Housing and Community Development Act as
it had been under mcdel cities. '

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens?
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
were excluded from participation in these areas under
community development.

Like the city of Benton Harbor, the Township of Benton
also set up a 19-member citizens! participation component
called the Citizens District Advisory Council for its
housing and community development program. (p. 191) all
members of the council are appointed by the township
supervisor and the board of trustees.3® This council held a
series of meetings at which long~range and short-range needs
of the township were discussed and recommendations made to
the township for inclusion in the community development
application. In addition, the council assisted in the
construction of an ongoing monitoring system for the
community development program and assisted the township in
hiring staff for the activities to be carried out under the
act.

The council has no independent staff or consultants, no

budget, and does not provide stipends to defray the costs of
participating in meetings.37
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Silas Legg, a member of both the model cities citizens
steering council and the community development district
advisory council, observed a shift in the quality of
citizens' participation with the inception of the community
development program.

"Now, in my estimation, I don't see real ‘citizens'
participation," Mr. Legq told the Advisory Committee. "I
see tokenism. And the reason I say tokenism is because when
we receive or have to make any changes in the plan, by the
time they get to us they are already made. All we have to
do is agree to them." (p. 245)

DETROIT

The citizens' participation component for tre Detroit
model cities program was the Citizens Governing Foard. The
board was composed of 140 members, ot which 108 were elected
from 12 subdivisions of the model neighborhood ard 32 were
appointed by the mayor from various organizations within the
model neighborhood.38

The governing board had an annual budge+ of
approximately $640,000. ° The board maintained a full-time
statf of 23 professionals along with additional clerical
staff. The board hired its owr. consultants for legal,
auditing, and planning assistarce. Technical assistance tO
the board was also available from the Detroit model
neighborhood jepartment.3?® The board held reqular meetings
and defrayed the cost of attending meetings through payment
of stipends to memb=rs.

The citizens governing board had the authority and
responsibility to review the compreh.ensive development plan
and final citizen teview for proposed governmental acrtions
submitted to it by the city for consideration and
recommendation. Subcommittees of the governing board were
responsible for program plannirg, mor.itocring, and
evaluation. They participated in developing the scope of
services and budgets for contracts, selection of
contractors, and evaluation of the ongoing contract
operations. *0

The governing board had signoff authority over
virtually every facet of the model cities operation, anda
according to a model cities spokesperson, wnothing happened
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without the signoff of the citizens governing board.™ (p.
526)

The governing board and the community development
agency ‘had dual veto power, and the City council (Common
Council of Detroit) would not Pass on any contract or
program of model cities unless both the CDA and the
governing board had previously agreed to it. (p. 527)

Each year the governing board set the priorities for
the model cities program, set allocations for general
component areas of the program, determined the specific
projects it wished to undertake, set the level of funding
for each project, and determined the project operator. The
citizens' decisions were established and adhered to. (rp.
526-29) g

The city council had ultimate responsibility for the

-model cities program but entrusted the decisionmaking to the

citizens® participation component. In addition, the
governing board was responsible for maintaining
communication with the model neighbarhood residents.
Subarea and subdivision meetings for all residents of the
community were regularly conducted duriang which community
needs, desires, and problems were discussed.et

The citizens* participation component of the Detroit
community development program consisted of five public
information meetings that were held throughout the city by
the city planning department and one public meeting held by
the city council.*2 In addition, employees of the planning
department, the model cities department, and the community
and economic development department were available to anyone
seeking an appointment to discuss their opinions concerning
the new housing and community development program.

From these formal and informal sessions the city
planning department prepared the housing and community
development application, and the city council reviewed it
"line by line" and made whatever input and changes it
desired. (p. 541)

All priorities included in the application, the
Component areas of the program, the budget allocations, and
the projects and levels of funding were determined, in their
final form, by the planning department and the city council.
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Detroit city officials did not authorize an ongoing
citizens' participation component or orgarization and
provided no funds for staff, stipends, consultants, or
organizational functions. The city has indicated that such
. an ongoing citizens' participation unit has been considered
but at the present time it remains "under development.® (p.
.560)

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, as
measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations by
the city council, indicates that in Detroit citizens®
participation under model cities was more effective than
under the first-year application procedures for the Housing
and Community Development Act.

Under model cities the priorities set by the citizens!
participation process were adhered to without exception.
Under the Housing and Community Development Act, citizens
did not present recommendations or priorities to the city
council but instead voiced theiy individual opinions at
meetings.

Meacures of the effectiveness of citizens!
participation in other areas such as progrvam implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
have been excluded from participation in these areas under
community development.

In testimony at the Advisory Committee’s hearing,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the quality of
citizens' participation under the two programsSe. David
Nelson, assistant administrator for social planning and
development with the Detroit model cities program and
currently on the city's staff for the housing and community
development program, told the Advisory Committee:

A

I think it is fair to say that
citizens! participation developed under
model cities and that nothing happened
without the signoff of the citizens!
participation organizatior. Citizens?
priorities were established and were
adhered to. City council took the
position that they would not approve a
contract for any expenditure of model
cities funds unless there was
concurrence from the city demonstration
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agency and the citizens? participation
organization. (pp. 526, 527)
Under the Housing and Community Development Act,
. according to Mr. Nelson, the participation of citizens ‘
cemained "just as high and as meaningful." However, he '
indicated that %“the process of their involvement may have
ckarged somewhat." (p. 517) Regarding the effectiveness of
citizens' participation, Mr. Nelson told the Advisory
Committee, “As you know, the quidelines on this program are
minimal at best; the legislation called for adequate
Citizens' participation and that is something that has been
defined differently in different places...." (p. 542)

Earl Adamaszek, who served as chairman of the citizens
governing board, told the Advisory Committee that citizen
participation procedures under the Housing and Community
Developm2nt Act were not as effective as those used under
model cities:

I would say that merely holding public
meetings i1s just a showplace. It is
totally ineffective. (p. 595)
Citizens' participation is tokenism.

(P. 580) I think you need a regulation
to push the city into some sort of A
independent,fgeoqraphically represented -
citizens' participation structure,
Without that, you are just fooling
around with it. (p. 594)

FLINT-GENESEE COUNTY

The model cities program operated by Genesee County was
multijurisdictional, covering portions of the city of Flint
and other townships as well. The city of Flint itself did
not operate a model cities program. However, when the
-Housing and Community Development Act became effective, the
city of Flint was designated to receive the model cities

hold-harmless funds because 80 percent of the model citiegt -

tunds had been spent in that city. Therefore, the Miclkigan
Advisory Committee has analyzed the citizens! particjpation
Structure under the county's model cities program and the
citizens' participation structure under the city of Flint's
community development program.
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The citizens' particivaticr component of the Genesee
County model citias program was the Model Citi=es Citizens
Participation Organization. The organization was governed
by a joint council consisting of 75 members elected from the
three model neighborhood districts in the program.

The craaniza<ion had an arnual budget of aprroximately
"$371,000, which included funds tor the operation of a
citizen participation training program.*3 The organization
had its own staff of 13 who assisted in the day-to-day
implementation of the unit's responsitbilities. The-
organization held regular meetings and members received
compensation for attendance to detray certain costs such as
loss of wages.**

The authority and resvonsitilities ot the cirizens
organization included:

(ij determination of prios:ty needs and protlems;

(2) determination of program priorities and selection
of specific programs;

(3) selection of *he operating agenci€s *o0 receive
funding; and

(4) appioval power over all contracts and contract
amendments. If approval was not granted by the
organization, the contract would not be passed along ftor
tinal approval.*s

In addition, the citizens organizaticn coniucted
evaluation of ongoing programs and maintained an
organizational effort to involve additional citizens from
+he model neighborhood in the decisionmaking process. {pe.
3290)

According to the tourth-year application from Genesee
county, "The rol2 of the citizens participation organization
is that of the decisionmaker.m™*e )

The citizens' participation component of Flint's
application for community development- tunds consisted of
public meetings held by the city council (p. 268) and the
establishment of a city-wide advisory council. The advisory
council has 25 members, 9 appoir.ted by memkers ot the city
council and 16 appointed by the four active citizen districe
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councils in neighborhood development progrfp areas of the
city,e? S : 4
/

The, advisory council has no budget, no full-time staff,
no funds for the employment of independent/ consultants, and
Pa8yS no compensation for attendance at me ings to defray
costs or loss of wages.

The authority and responsibility of the advisory
council is to ®"participate with the administration in
determining the priorities which were to/be met through the
Community Development Block Grant fund expenditure.ne8 The
council held a series of meetings and made a3 ‘set of
recommendations to the city council regarding the use of
funds. - The participation of citizens in program
implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and policymaking was
not called for by the city council. (p. 274)

The effectiveness of citizens® participation, as
measured by the acceptance of citizens! recommendations,
indicates that in Flint-Genesee County, citizens?
participation under model cities was more effective than
under the first-year application procedures for the Housing
and Community Development Act.

Under mod=1 cities all pregram priorities had to be
passed by the citizens before they could be implemented.
Under the Housing anc Community Development Act, the Flint
City Council altered the written recommendations of the
citizens adivsory council.e®

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens?
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made -because citizens
were excluded from participation in these areas under
community development,

Commenting on the eftectiveness of citizens*
participation, Flint City Manager Daniel Boggan, Jr., said,
“When compared to the usual focus of model cities programs,
the community development block grant procedure does not
provide the same degree of guarantees for minority
participation in the utilization of those funds,"so

Gloria Grant, representing the Genesee County Model

Cities Agency, told the Advisory Committee, "I don't think
you could beat the citizen participation mechanism that was
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used in Genesee County® éﬁr the model cities program. {p.
283) This participation included ®planning, monitoring, and
evaluation of projects" as well as wpolicymaking.® (p. 274)

Under the community development program, however, Ms.
Grant told the Advisory Committee:

I+ would appear that locally the "co-
cptation® theory of citizens'
participation is being utilized.
Responsible citizens' participation has
not been greeted with enthusiasm in the
city. The citizens' participation
regulation under community development
appears to be meaningful only at the
option of local government. (p. 274)

James Wheeler, a member of the mocdel cities citizens
participation organization and chairman of its manpower and
economic development planning group, told the Advisory
committee, "I think what model cities has proved, if
" anything, is that it can be done. Citizens can work with
local units of government getting things done, if local
units of government are put in a position where they must
listen." {(p. 352)

Mr. Wheeler went on to tell the Advisory Committee:

Model cities put cities in a position
where they had to listen to the
citizens, and when they listened,
things didn®t work out too bad. It
worked out pretty good. It gave
citizens an opportunity to learn
responsibility and accountability. It
also created a lot of pride. 1 know,
because I have been involved in the
program for 5 ycars now. (p. 353)

Manuel Jones, who served as chairman of the model
cities citizens participation organization, told the
Advisory Committee that under community development.
citizens' participation "has been somewhat different and
very disturbing." Mr. Jones went on, “We felt that this was
a poor example ot what citizens' participation should be in
our community having the experience that we have had with
model cities." (pp. 321, 323)
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3 The citizens' participation component of the Grand
Rapids model cities program was the Model Neighborhood
Citizens Committee. The committee was composed of 45
members, all elected from the model neighborhood areas. The
majority of the members were minorities and more than 50
percent of the members represented low-income families.
(PP. 814, 815) The committee had an annual budget of
approximately $406,000 and a full-time staff of up to 27
professional and clerical positions.S1 The committee hired
its own independent consultants on certain matters, held
regularly scheduled meetings, and paid its members for loss
of wages and other expenses due to attendance at the
meetings.S?

The responsibilities of the committee included
"neighborhood citizen involvement, community organization,
assistance in project evaluation, determination of program
needs, and project planning."s3

The authority of the committee reached nearly every
phase of the model cities program and was characterized by
the citizens and the city alike as "an equal partnership"
between the committee and the Grand Rapids City ,
Commission.S¢ (p. 788) The committee and the city commission
were to “interpret its [model cities act ] meaning to the
larger community and approve all policy decisions."Ss al1l
components of the application of the model cities program
had to have the mutual approval of both the committee and
- the city commission.56

In describing the planning process for its model cities
program, the city demonstration agency stated, "the last
phase of the planning process is final project approval.
Final approval at+ the local level is the responsibility of
the Model Neighborhood Citizens Committee and of the Grand
Rapids City Commission,"s7

The citizens committee was also responsible for program
evaluation and "from evaluation of projects, MNCC...decides
which programs will continue to the next action year and
what changes will be made in them."Ss

Each year the city and the committee entered into a

contract which stated that the two bodies would "participate
as equal partners in the making of planning and
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implementation policy decisionS.... During the term of this
Agreement, the enactment, modification or elimination of

any...implementation policies shall require the concurrence .
- of both parties...."S® The citizens also had the right of 3

approval over the selection of the demonstration agency

director. &0 \\\

During the final action year for model cities, 1974,
the committee and the city entered an agreement to terminate
the Yequal partnership arrangement" during the transition
period from model cities to community development. This
agreement gave the city full authority over the program
following July 1, 1974, until final termination of model
cities, &} ’ :

The citizens' participation component of the Grand
Rapids community development program consisted of a
- community Development Task Force, made up of 21 members
appointed by the mayor and city commissioners. The task
force was to "act in an advisory capacity to the city
commission in determining community needs and priorities."®2
The task force held a series of meetings and developed a set
of recommendations that were submitted to the city
commissioners. The city planning department provided the
task force with part-time staff support and consultation.
Members of the task force were not paid for costs incurred
for attendance at meetings. (pp. 789-91)

The majority of the task force members are white (72
percent) , and minorities make up approximately 28 percent of
the total. Three of the members represent families with
incomes under $10,700 a year, and the remaining 85 percent
of the task force represents families with incomes over
$1C,N00,63

The community development budget included $100,000 for
citizen participation activities during the first vyear of
the program. According to the application, these funds will
be used primarily for "neighborhood facilitators," who will
form task forces of existing citizens!' organizations to deal
with local and city-wide problems,6¢ '

In addition to the formation of the 21-member task
force, the city held five public meetings to obtain the
views of citizens on community development. The information
from these meetings and the recommendations from the task
force were passed along to the city commission. The
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commission then made changes in the recghmendaticns and gave
final approval to its housing and community development

The effectiveness of citjzens! participation, as
measured by the city councilts acceptance of citizenst
recommendations, indicates that in Grangd Rapids citizens?
participation under model cities was more effective than
under the first-year application procedures for the Housing
and Community Development Act. Under model cities the
priorities and programs selected for funding were mutually
agreed upon by the city and the citizens. Under the Housing
and Community Development Act, the city commissioners
altered the recommendations of the citizens task force when,
according to Mayor Lyman Parks, "we did not feel they had
the kind of priority that those we replaced them with had.®
(p. 801)

The citizens recommended funding a recreatjon center
for $250,000. The city cut the budget by $150,000. The
citizens recommended funding a higher education program and
preschool program for a total of $44,000, The city did not
fund either program. The citizens recommended funding a
career advancement program for $113,000. The city cut the
budget by 25 percent. The citizens recommended §22,000 to
be spent on an arts program. The city budgeted nothing.

The citizens recommended spending $300,000 for curbs,
gutters, and alley repairs. The city budgeted more than
$4800,000. 1In its recommendations the citizens task force
stated that, "Given the housing, employment and human needs
problems faced by many of our citizens, we could not
recommend"” funding for the West River Bank Development. The
city furnded this capital improvement project for $200,000.05S

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions reqarding the changes in
citizens' participation between model cities and community
development. "“The Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 provides for a higher degree of local discretion in
administering the funds than was allowed under the mogdel
cities programs,® said Mayor Parks. "pBecause of this, it is
possible that the poor and minority groups could, to a large
extent, be excluded from the planning and operation of local
community development programs. Whether Oor rot any city
would wilfully choose to take advantage of this potential is
another question indeed,® Mayor Parks continued. "The
potential is certainly there,® (p. 754)
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Wilbur wWarren, a member of the model neighborhood
citizens committee, noted that the model cities program
estrblished a "healthy trend irn American democracy; namely,
accelerated and widespread active citizen involvement in the
governmental decisionmaking process." This trend, according
to Mr. Warren, has been reversed by the Housing and
Community Dewvelopment Act. ®This landmark legislation does
not require citizen participation in local community
development planning, administration, or implementation, SO
as to guarantee poor and minority persons in Grand Rapids
any substa%ﬁial influence or control over decisionmaking in
their community.® (p. 831) The new act has “strengthened the
authority and power of local governments but has left poor
and disenfranchised citizens, particularly minority
constituencies, without institutions and programs for
redrass and the protection of their rightec and interests.®
(p. .826) The citizens, accordirg to Warren, #find it hard to
understand the community development revenue sharing concept
whicnh gives unrestricted powers to the local government,
which has historically been the least responsive to the
needs of the disadvantaged." (p. 827)

HIGHLAND PARK

The citizens' participatior. component of the Hignland
Park model cities program was made up of eight Neighborhood
Advisory Councils (NACs), one in each ot the eight areas of
the city covered by model cities or model cities and the
Neighborhood Development Program (NDP). Each area elected
15 individuals to the neignborhood advisory council, which
in turn selected one, two, Or three irdividuals (depending
on the population of the area) to represent the NAC on an
- overall governing body call«d the Citizens Advisory
committee for Future Development, Inc. (CAC). In addition
to the 17 members of the CAC chosen by NACs, the mayor of
the city appointed 8 members. (pp. 370, 371)

The CAC received an annual budget of approximately
$166,000 ani had a full-time staff ranging, from three during
+he first year to nine during the final year of operation.
Both the NACs and the CAC held reqular monthly meetings and
participants were reimbursed for attendance at meetings and
for such costs as loss of wages.®®

Accordiing to the model cities program application, the
CAC was \"the central policy making body for the model cities
proqrgm,NfT and was to "administer, implement and/or

\\
\

39

.

. )‘»‘Afhlm."



-
“

coordinate such programs and Projects as shall enable and
encourage residents of the CDA Target Area to participate in
all phases of the planning, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of the Highland Park CDA Programs...."es

s

The CAC, together with the city demonstration agency,
was "responsible for the planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of CDA supplemental funded
projects, we9 '

The CAC's authority was neither equal to nor more than
that of the city council, which maintained final
responsibility over the model cities program.70 However, the
CAC did have a form of veto power in that a letter, signed
by the chairman of the CAC, verifying that the committee had
reviewed and approved of the action, was required before any

contract or proposal could be submitted to the mayor and
city council, 71

Citizen participation in Highland Park
was established on the premise: (1)
that citizens who are directly affected
by the activities of the Model Cities
Program should be given an adequate
opportunity to influence decisions set
forth by the program, (2) that citizens
should have access to technical skills
that would generate greater
effectiveness in participation in-
addition to initiating, monitoring, and
evaluating the Model Cities Program;

(3) that citizens should have adequate
resources and supporting services to
develop and manage viable alternatives
'to meet the needs of their community;
and (4) that with this influence,
technical skill, and utilization of
available resources, the citizens
participation structure will move
effectively towards its primary
objective which will create and
maintain channels for the expression of
significant inputs in the area of
administration decisionmaking; and to
make residents aware of and
subsequently involved in administrative
policies and decisions thereby insuring
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that the community as'a whole will
tunction harmoniously to arrest the
maladies of this comnmunity.?2

The citizens' participation component of the Highland
Park community development program is nearly identical to
that of its model cities program. Two additiocnal
neighborhood advisory councils were created iﬁ{n;der to gain
representation from all areas of the city. Thei\pame
Citizens Advisory Committee was also changed, tp.Citizens
District Council, and the name of Neighborhood dvisory
Councils was changed to Neighborhood Planning A visory
Councils. The €DC is composed of 25 official members, 23
selected by MPACs and 2 representatives from the business
community appointed by the mayor. (pp. 371, 372)

Under the Housing and Community Development Act the CDC
will be budgeted at $144,190 for the first year's operation

and will continue to mairtain its full-time staff.?3 Members.

of the CAC continue to receive stipends for attendance at
meetings to defray their expenses. (p. 37)

In addition to maintaining the citizens! participation
component of the model cities program, Highland Park also
conducted public meetings on tbre community development act
+o0 collect additional citizens' input.?¢

According to members of the citizens advisory
committee, the mayor, and the director of model cities, the
amount of citizens' input, responsibility, and authority has
remained virtually the same under community developmant as

it was under model cities in Highland Park.
LANSING

The citizens' participation component of the Lansing
model cities program was the Model Cities Policy Board. The
board was comprised of 21 members--10 appointed by the
mayor, 10 elected from model neighborhoeds, and 1 appointed
by the city council.7?3 '

The policy board had an annual budget of approximately

$88,000, of which 90 percent paid for full-time professional
and clerical staff.7¢
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The board~héld requlﬁr meetings and reimbursed-
participants for loss of pay, babysitting fees, and certain
other costs.?? |

According tofthe Lansing city code the powers and
duties of the poliry board included:

{1) The policy board shall be an
advisory council which shall advise the
City council concerning all model
cities plans, proposals, and Frojects.

(2) The policy board shall review,
~consider, and act upon all model cities
plans, proposals, and projects.

(3) The policy board shall| create and
establish those committees which the
policy board deems necessary.

(¢) The policy board shall create and
establish all task forces.

(5) The policy board shall appoint one
“youth ad hoc representative™ to the
policy board.7s

The policy board?s ®task forces" were in turn empowered
to:

«e.prepare specific and detailed
proposals for the expenditure of model
cities funds and shall submit such
proposals to the policy board for
review, consideration, and action.

(1) Such proposals may be conceived,
developed, and prepared by the proper
task force; or

{2) Such proposals may be conceived
and/or -developed by either the CDA
staff or the policy board, and then
submitted to the proper task torce for
preparation; or
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(3) Such proposals may be conceived
andzor developed by or through the. city
council, and then submitted to both the
policy boaxd and the proper task
force.79

Although the city ordinance was amer.ded in 1973 to
allow the city council itself to design and implement model
cities programs, with or without the approval of the policy
board, this option was seldom used, and model cities
programs continued to be formulated and approved through the
policy board’s’ authority, with the city council giving final
approval to the board's programs. (pp. 411, 412)

The citizens! participation component of the Lansing
appiication for community development funds consis+ted of
four public meetings held ®"to solicit the viewpoints and
recommendations of any citizen or organization concerning
priority objectives,"80 a questionnaire surxvey (see survey
results in table 1), and a public meeting by the city
council to make a final review of the application. In
addition, the city considered its solicitation of bids to
run various programs a form of citizens® participation and
considered the technical planning committee (the city-
employed department heads who formally prepared the
application) to represent citizens! participation.st

The ci:-izens' participation component had no organized
structure, no budget, no staff or independent consultants,
no regular meetings, and no reimbursement to defray costs
for meeting attendance.

The city of Lansing has approved of an ongoing
citizens' participation plan for future applications. A
total of three groups have been established under this plan,
including an eight-member Housing and Redevelopment Board,
all appointed by the mayor; an eight-member Human Resources
Board, all appointed by the mayor; and four Citizens
District Councils, one in each target area of the city.

Each of the councils will have 15 members, 10 elected and 5
appointed by the mayor. 82

The powers and responsibilities of the two eight-member
boards will be to advise their respective city departments,
human resources and housinag and redevelopment. “The s
boards will make program r commendations to the planning
board prior to the preparation of the annual [community
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TABLE 1

Citizen's Preferences
(from public hearings and mail-ins)

Rank Objective ‘f:“ Point V_gluel
1 #3 - health, life, property 1343
2 #1 - structural conditions 1327
3 #2 - community services and facilities 1300
4 #5 ~ housing : 1031
3 #6 - land and natural resources 986
6 #4 - community economy 881
7 #7 - isolation of income groups 757
8 #8 - historic preservation 492

lpoint values were derived by multiplying the number of responses
under each rating for each objective by the reverse order value; e.g.

Objective #1 = 54 responses for first priority
x 8 = 432

Objective #1 = 47 responses for second priority
x 7 = 329

The points for each objective are totaled to obtain point value,

Source: Lansing, Mich., Technical Planning Committee, Interoffice
Communication, Nov. 21, 1974.
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development ] plan, in accordance with Chapter 2A, Code of
ordinance, City of Lansing.%"33

The powers and authority of the citizens district
councils and their coordinating council are spelled out in a
city resolution passed on March 17, 1975:

The District and Coordinating Councils
shall be advisory to each department
responsible for planning and
implementing Community Development
programs. They shall be given the
opportunity to review and comment On
all plans and proposals. They shall
make recommendations to the board of
each department directly responsible
for Community Development activities.®¢

In addition, the city will hold public hearing (s} "to
review the ongoing program, to solicit conments from
citizens as to the effectivness of projects, and the need to
design projects to meet other community needs" each year
prior to the preparation of the annual plan.®S The intent of
the citizens' participation process, according to the city

resolution, is to accomplish three basic objectives:

(1) That citizens have input into the
annual CD plan and its amendments Or
revisions; '

(2) That citizens are provided
information regarding the amount of
funds available, the range of eligible
activities, the progress of
implementing activities, and other
important program irformation;

(3) That citizens directly affected by
cD activities have the opportunity to
articulate needs, express preferences
about project activities, assist in the
selection of priorities and assist in
the development of a detailed plan in
the neighborhood development areas,8se

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, as
measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations by
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‘the city council, indicates that in Lansing citjizense
participation under model cities was more effective than
under the first-year application procedure for the Housing
and Community Development Act. Under model cities the
priorities were set by the policy board, and the programs
were designed by the board itself to fulfill the priorities
it had set. The city council then gave final approval to
the work of the board.,

Under the Housing and Community Development Act the
city tabulated citizens® opinions regarding general
*objectives® such as “"community economy,® ®"isolation of -
income groups,® and "health, life, property,”™ as their means
of establishing citizens priorities (see table 1. The city
council then adopted its own ranking, which, according to
Ralph Cascarilla, acting community development director,
came “close" to the citizens® ranking.®?

Citizens wers not included in the determination of
actual projects or program areas, and the final funding
levels (see section IV) have no correlation with the
citizens' priority ranking of cbjectives.

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens!®
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
have been entirely excluded from participation in these
areas under community development.

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinicns regarding citizens®
participation under both model cities and the Housing and
Community Development Act. Mayor Gerald W. Graves concluded
that under model cities, "Wefre talking about so-called
citizens' parcicipation, which in fact was not citizens?
participation." (p. 424) According to the mayor, the members
of the policy board did not constitute citizens*
participation because in some instances very few people
participated in the elections held to select board members.
(p. 424) The mayor told the Michigan Advisory Committee that
the selection method used under the community development
program, appointment by the mayor, would result in better
representation for the citizens of the city on the citizens
participation boards. (pp. 487, 488)

Eugene Loyd, who served as president of the Lansiné
Model Cities Policy Board, told the Advi sory Committee,
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“From the outset, the citizens were formulating all the

. programs that were to be funded under model cities.™ (p.
411) Under community development, howewver, citizens'

- participation changed, according to Mr. Loyd: “I would say
that in reading the Housing and Community Cevelopment Act I
feel that citizens' participation is very ambiguous.
congress .should clarify whether they really meant for
citizens' participation to be a part of community
development or not." (p. 402)

n

Harry Smith, a member of the model cities policy board,
told the Rdvisory Committee that under community :
development, "there was virtually no citizens® participation
in the development of the applicatior itself." (p. 414)

SAGINAW

The citizens'! participation component of the Saginaw
model cities program was the Model Cities Policy Board.
Approximately one<-half of the board members were elected,
and the remaining members were appointed by either the mayor
or elected as representatives of various organizations and
agencies in the city. Most of the board niembers were
minorities, and about 25 percent were economically poor.

(p. 676}

The policy board functioned with a budget of $130,000 a
year during its first 3 years of operation and had six full-
time staff members to dssist tlre board in carryir.g out its
authority and responsibilities.®8

The policy board had reqular monthly meetings and paid
stipends to its members who attended meetings in order to
defray §uch costs as babysittirng and travel expenses.®?

During the third year of the program the role and
responsibility of the model cities policy board was defined
- in a "Memorandum of Agreement Eetween Model Cities Policy
Board and City council of Sagiraw® as sthe organizational
structure which has been identified to provide for citizen
input into the local program.®™ The memorandum went on to
state that the board was "an advisory body in an ongoing
process of citizen interaction with local government in the
development policies, plans and programe. and in the carrying
out of thase programs.%90 - AN :
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The policy becard was given authority and responsiﬁi;ity
over 11 major areas: . : . ~ \

(1) Be responsible tor presenting the
viewpoints of model neighborhood
residents to the fullest extent
possible in all phases of the Model
Cities program.

(2) Provide an c¢pportunity for those
who live and work in the Model Cities
area to identify problems, issues,
goals, and priorities as they percejive
them. '

(3) Enable citizens to examine and

comment on the inter-relationships of

programs affecting the neightorhood, to
identify where a lack of \\\
coordination/communication creates gaps
in delivery, inconsistent approaches,
Oor counter effects Lketween Qi fferent
program activities.

(4) Identify appropriate planning
committees to consider all project
Proposals who in turn will make
recommendations to the policy board.

-

(5) Make recommendations on program
priorities that best speak to
alleviating model neighbarhood priority
probliems.

(6) Through the 'policy board chairman
or his desiqgnated representatives,
participate in the presentation of the
Model Cities Action Year Plan to City
Council.

(7) Complete all Actior Year Plan

development activities consistent with

a timetable to be developed by the City
Demonstration Aqgency. _ ,

(8) Designate three (3) representatives
to Model Cities Liaison Committee,

48




S
X
\

{9) Develop and &valuate project
proposals and projects designed to
speak to the viswpoints of model
neighborhood residents.

. (10) Make project recommendations for
re-programmed funds.
(11) Review monthly financial reports
for all Model cities projects.®}

The memorandum of agreement stated that the ultimate
responsibility and authority for the model cities program
remained with the officials of local government but that
*model ne ighborhood citizens\[must] participate and be fuily
involved in policymaking, plapning, and the carrying out ot
all program elements,"9®2 ' ‘.

The citizens' participation component of Saginaw's
community development application consisted of a series of
public meetings convened by the city and the distribution ot
a questionnaire asking for opirions on the city's housing
and urban development needs.. 2 total of seven me2tings were
reld at which 226 people were in attendance. The purpose of
the meetings was twofold: to provide information on the
block grant proposal and to gain citizen input.?®3

A total of 666 questionnaires Were re+urned, and many
jncluded written comments and responses in addition to the
printed gquestions.®*

The information provided by citizens was zhen
ncranneled to the coemmunity development staff" who
summarized the results-in a memorandum that was provided to
the city manager and the City council. 9%

The city limited citizens' participation to the
development of the "neads" portions of the city's
applicaticn. Citizéens were not involved in carrying cut any
programs under the new act or in monitoring, letting
contracts, or decisions concerning the actual programs that
were funded.®6 citizen input into the application was cut
off as of a certain date, at which point the city began its
full process of writing an application for funds. According
to the director of community development, "Questionnairsas,
letters, phone calls and visits from citizens were accepted -
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until January 1, 1975, at which time staff effort in
preparing -the actual application was intensified.ner

The effectiveness' of citizens' participation, as
measurad by the city council's acceptance of citizenst
récommendations, indicates that in Saginaw the citizen
participation under model cities was more effective than
under the first-year application for housing and community
development funds. According to Donald Scot+, who served as
chairman of the Saginaw Model Cities Policy Board, the board .
had achieved a %kind of a partnership with the city» through
which the model cities program submitted by the city
retlacted the priorities singled out by the citizens
regarding the community's needs.® (p. 664)

The program priorities included in the Housing and
Communiity Development Act application, however, do not
reflect the priorities determined by the citizen
participation componenct. Social, economic, welfare, and
planning projects previously provided through the model
cities program were determined to be the top priority
expressed by citizens.98 In its application, however, the
city council reduced tiie amount of money allotted to such
programs from its previous funding under model cities by
approximately 6 percent (see section IV). (pp. 606)

Housing and housing-related programs, the second
priority expressed through the citizens® participation
componernt, were also reduced from previous funding levels
during *he years 1968-72, (pp. 605, 606) The citizens!?
third priority for spending, renewal of the downtown
business Jdistrict, was also reduced from its funding level
Prior <o enactment of the community development act (pp.
605, 606). The lowest priority item expressed through the
citizens® participation process was for parks, recreation,
and open space. The city council increased the amount of
money sSpent on these programs more than 700 percent from
their prior funding levels. (pp. 605-09)

Measures of +“he effectiveness of citizens!
parricivation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
have been entirely excluded from participation in these
are¢as under community development.

In testimony Lefore the Michigan Advisory Committee,
Terry Pruitt, model cities director, commented on the
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differences in citizen participation under the two laws.
wrhere is a definite shift in the citizen participation
requirements from model citfes to community development. I
don't think they { the new requirements ] are as stringent,
and I don't think they allow for the kinds of activities and
functions that were part cf the model cities program. (p.

.642) Not only are they vague, but it appears that they serve

to minimize citizens'! infiuence ané citizens'! input into the
decisicnmaking process. (p. 640)

“The cities and the mayors and the managers and the
local public officials all across the country lobbied very
hard for this piece of legislation [ the HcD act] and lobbied
very hard to minimize the role of citizens in the
decisicnmaking process," Mr. Pruitt added. *I think--at
jeast it's my opinion--that there was a deliberate attempt
to get out from under the gun of citizens® participation."
(pp. 647, 648) ‘

ponald Scott, chairman of the model cities citizens
participation unit, told the Advisory Committee, #I don't
know if it's unusual, but participation [in Saginaw) went
from a situation in which there was citizen control, to one
in which there was manipulation [of citizens)." (p. 664)

Af-er completion of its first-year application for
community development funds, the City Council of Saginaw
passed an ordinance creating the Saginaw Human Planning
Commission, which was given the purpc:seé of providing
neffective citizen participation, in an advisory capacity
only, to aid the city council in solving the social and
physical problems of the city."®®

: Phe commission was given duties and powers to
westablish program priorities by direct communication with
citizens in the respective neighborhood districts. The
commission shall have authority to plan and research social
programs and review and recommend programs and action
proposed by others in the area of social programming
proposed for the city."100 The ordinance specifically
prevented the commission from establishing "an executive
committee, steering committee OX any regional committee."10t

The members of the commission are all appointed by the
city council, one from each elementary school district
throughout the city. The commission has no regular budget
and no regular staff. However, staff assistance may be
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provided to the commission at the discretion of the head of
the city's communitg development department.102

The ordinance was to take effect Fekruary 27, 1975, but
as of June 17, 1975, no appointments had been made to the
commission, and thus its racial and economical makeup had
not been determinedﬂ. {p. 659)

HUD COMMENTS ON CITIZENS' PARTICIPATION

Representatives of the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urkan Development testified before the Michigan Advisory
Committee t0 the U.S. Commissicn on Civil Rights regarding
the lifferences in citizens' participation between model
cities anil community development and the possible impact of
those differences.

Thomas Higginbothan, director of comgliance and
enforcement in th2 Chicago Regional Office of Equal
Opportunity, +told the Advisory Committee that, although
Ccertaln equal opportunity provisions: -of the community
development law were improved, other provisions, such as
tros=governing ¢itizens' participation, had become "more
regtricrive." (p. 732) Mr. Higganbothan went on to tell the
Advi sory Committe~, WThere is no question in my mind that as
tar as residents of an old model cities neighborhood are
cor.cerned, th=ir role [incitizen particigation] is less
sharply Adefined {under community development J." (p. 733)

Ruth Featherstone, director of the equal opportunity
division of the D2troit Ar=a Otfice of HUD, told the
Advicsory Committes that the new act Las done little to
improve citizens' participation. "I don't think the new act
has 21ther increased the opportunity for citizens®
participation or decreased it. I think that it's up +o
community groups.™ (p. 742)

' M3. Featherstone went on to tell the Advisory
Committee, Lowever, that the opportunity for cities +o
seriduslv cut back citizenst participatiocn was now present,
"1 +hink that the {community development ] regulations are
wri*tten in such a way that citizen participation can be
maximized or minimized or whatever.... Citizen
participation could be dilu*ed, but no+ necessarily." (p.
7¢3) " According to Ms. Featherstone, the act and regulations
placed the burden of providing adequate citizen
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participation not upon HUD, nor upon the cities receiving
tunds, but upon; the citizens themselves. (p. 745)
!

CITIZENS' PARTICIPATION SUMMARY

Model cities and community development legislation both
require citizens'! participation in some form. Model cicties
called for participation in every aspect ot the program
while community levelopment requires citizens! ir.put only
during the application procass. Model cities called for
wwrdespread® activities while community development
specities certain minimal activities that will suftfice as
adeguate par+icipation. Community development legislation
ircludes specific language stipulating that citizens*
participation cannot interfere with the authority and
responsibility of local government 1in operating the program.
Model cities included no such specific language.

rhe regulations passed by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development regarding these acts are quite
djitterent. Community developmert requlations are limited to
ke narrow activi+ty of.participation in the application
proczass.  Those promulated for model cities call tor
activity in areas of policymaking, program selection,
cvalua~ion, and implementation.

No+t only is +<he scopz of citizens' participation guite
j1rferent between thé two vrodarams but the typ= of
varticipa“icn is also diffterent. Model cities required the
Astabiishment ot an organized unit to represent formally
citizons? varcicination, with the turther requirement that
chose citizenc making up that unit be accepted by
reighborhood restdents as representing thelr int€restse.
Further, model ci-ies required thar tinancial assistance be
made available 1f financial problems stood in +he way of
active ci+izens' particivation.

The comnunity development regulstiorns do not Y 2qulre an
organiza2d citizens'! unit, nor co thay require that <h-
citizen participants be accaprec Ly neighkorhood residernts
as rapresenting thelr interests, Frurther, the community
devr lopment regqulations make no provision for tinancial
assistance to ovarcome firnancial barriers fo active
citizsns' participa+tion. MNothirdg in the community
development act prohibits 0D trom establishing such
TeqMlirement s,
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In addition ¢0 changes in the scope of citizens!
participation and the type of participation, there are
differences between the two acts regarding the philosophy of
cirizens' participation. Model cities requlations detail
certain HUD prhilcsophies, including a commitment to the
"charing of power® between citizens and city councils, a
belief at improving the quality of life for low-income
residents can be accomplished only through the atfirmative
action of thosa residents themselves, and a recognition that
traditional acts of citizens'! participation, such as
attendance at a public meating, are often ineffective,
Requlations governing the community development act include
no such commi tments, philosophies, or beliefs.

The differences in legislation and regqula<«icn have
sl.own a corresponding difference in actual implemantation.
Most cities cut citizens out of the decisionmakiry  process
ir 31l areas except che application process. Mary cities
did away with organized units repreésenting citizenst-
participation. Nearly all those who retained organized
units Jid away wi+tn the representative nature of tha
memba¥ship, making them appointed positions rather than
elected as they had been under model cities. Nearly every
citv did away with financial assistance to individuals who
could not actively particinate because of financial

barri=rs, °

Under comimunity development the number and pércentaqe
Of low=-income and minoritv individuals on citizers advisory
boards have been reduced. In orly one city did the number
ard p2rcentage remain relatively equal.

Citizers andi city officials who testitied betore the
Mict.igar Advisory Commi+tee overwhelmingly agreed thas
citizens' parcticipation under model cities had made great
strides toward effective citizens'! input into the
decisionmaking process. In only one city did the mayor
sprak neqatively regarding model cities citizens!
participation.

Gn the other hand, however, citizens who testifisd were
rearly unanimous in their opinion that the community
development act had reduced citizenst participation from its
previcus level under model cities. City officials gave
mixed opinions, but n2arly all conceded that the new
legislation had provided cities with an cpportunity to cur
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citizens out of <he decisionmaking process if they desired
to do. so. '

CITIZENS' PARTICIPATION ?xunxms

1. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
commission on Civil Rights finds that the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974 has reduced requirements
for the participation of low-income and mirority individuals
in +*he communities! decisionmaking process as compared to
the citizens® participation requirements provided under the

Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of
1566 (model cities).

The 1974 act has r=duced the scope of
citizen involvement from ®all elements of the
program," as it had been under model cities,

to the very narrow area of "the application
Proc=ss." '

The minimum requirements for citizens'
participation spelled out in the community
development act are, in many instances, far
below the actual achievements reached in some
nodel cities programs and can be used by
cities as justification for a reduction 1in

the role of citizens in the decisionmaking
DIOCe SSa

Th= community development act has grovided
cities with further justitication for
reducing citizens! participation with the
inclusion of languag~ specifying that
citizens' participation shall not interfere
with or restrict the applicants!
responsibility or authority over the
community Jdevelopment program.

3.  The Michigan Advisory Committee finds that the
regulatiors and guidelines promulgated by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urkan Develcpment to implement the
two acts Lave significantly reduced both the guali+ty and

quantity of citizzans® participation to be provided by each
applicant.

In 1970 HUD officially recognized that
v¢raditional acts ot participation--voting,
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attendance at meetings, letters ¢o
Congressmen~-are frequently ineffective...®
and that Ynew forms of collaborative
relationship...new means for participation in
the decisionmaking process, need to be
developed." HUD regulations regardirng the
1974 act not only officially recognize the
traditicnal opublic meeting as an acceptable
means of citizen participation but, in fact,
require such meetings in order to qualify for
funding. ‘

in 1967 HUD officially recognized that
"impr'oving the quality of life of the low-
income residents...can be accomplished only
by the affirmative action of the peogle
themselves." This includes, according to HUD,
"the means for the model neighborhood?s
citizens to participate and be fully involwved
in policymaking, planning and the execution
of all program elements." The HUD requlations
reqarding the 1974 act speak only to the
participation of citizens in the application
process., The recognized recessity of full
invelvement in the implemertation of all
program elements has been discarded ty HUD,
even though the act did not require the
depar<ment o do so.

In 1967 HUD officially recognized the
necessity of "some form of organizational
structure...which embodies neighborhood
resiients in the process of policy and
program planning and program implementation
and operation." The HUD requlations for the
1974 act recogqnize no suct need and do not
include a requirement for such an
organizational structure,

In 1967 HUD recognized that the leadership
ot the above-mentionei organizational
structure "must consist of persons whom
neighborhood residents accept as representing
their inter2sts." The regulations for the

1974 act 4o not recognize the need for
"cirtizen participants? to be persons whom
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neighborhood residents accept as representing
their interests. '

eIn 1967 HUD recognized that “where financial
problems are a barrier ‘to effective
participation [by the poor ], financial
assistance should be extended to neighborhood
residents to assure their opportunity to
participate.” The 1974 regulations neither
recognize this need nor require its solution.

eThe Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 does not prohibit HUD from continuing
' these regulations under the new act. o

3. The Michigan Advisory Committee finds that, in
actual practice, most of Michigan's model cities have
reduced the quality and quantity of citizen participation
under the Housing and Community Development Act from prior
levels under model cities. Of the nine comnuni ties with
model cities programs (Benton Harbor and Benton Township
have here been counted separately), six discontinued funding

for citizens'® participation activities under the new
community development legislation.

eOf the nine communities, only two continue
to provide financial assistance for the poor
to participate in citizens® participation
procedures.

eOf the nine communities, only one continues
to allow citizens to vote for their citizens®
representatives on advisory boards. The
remaining seven communities that have such
advisory boards determine membership through
appointment by mayors and city councils. One
city, Detroit, has provided for nc formal
citizens? participation body.

e«Of the nine communities, only two continue
citizens' involvement in the implementation
" of the community development program. The
remaining seven communities limit citizens'
participation to the application process.
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*0f the nine communities, only two have
allocated funds to pay for staffing of
citizens' participation operations.

i

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recammends that each of
Michigan's nine model cities communities amend their
‘community development citizenst participation procedures to:

(28) provide the mechanism for citizens to be fully
involved in the policymaking, planning, execution, and
implementation of all program elements;

(b) provide a form of organizational structure that
includes low-income neighborhood residents in the process of
policy and program planning and program implementation and
operation, and a procedure that ensures that the leadership
of that organiza*tional structure consists of persons whom
neighborhood residents accept as representing their :
interests. The Advisory Committee suggests the neighborhood
electoral process as means of accomplishing this end; and

(c) provide financial assistance to low~income
» neighborhood residents where financial problems are a
barrier to effective citizens? participation.

2. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that the Secretary of
the U.S., Department of Housing and Urban Development review
and reaffirm its conclusions concerning the quality and
qaantity ot citizens! participation as described in HUD
Technical Assistance Bulletin No. 3, CDA Letter Number 3,
and the HUD handbook, "workable Program for Community
Improvement.® The Advisory Committee recommends that the
rules and regulations published by HUD regarding community
development block grants, Title 24, Parts 570.30 (e) (2) and
£70.%00 (d), be amended to include the basic citizens! )
participation requirements included in these three HUD
documents. In aidition, the Advisory Committee recommends
*hat HUD publish a technical assistarce bulletin that fully
reviews and reaffirms the citizens? partici ilon philosophy
and minimal requirements as described in
documar.ts,
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' 3. The Michigan Advisory Comaittee to the U.S.
‘commission on Civil Rights recommends that the U.S. Congress
amend the citizens' participation section of the Housing and
community Development Act of 1974, section 104 (a) (6) (C) to
read: “"provide low-income citizens an adequate opportunity
to participate in the development of the application and the
- {mplementatjon of the program jincluding the planning,

making and execution of all program elements" or

.equivalent language to restore the HUD-recognizcd necessity
for full participation of low-income citizens in the entire
scope of the program. '

The Michigan Advisory Committee recommends that, in
addition to the statement, “no part of this paragraph shall
be construed to restrict theé responsibility and authority of
the applicart for the development of the application and the
execution of its community development program,” the
Congress add language to section 104 (a) (6) (C) to the
effect that, "no part of this paragraph shall be construed
to limit the use of citizens' participation procedures
employed under previous Federal programs providing such
procedures are not in violation of applicable sections of
this Act."

Further, the Advisory Committee recommends that the .
U.S. Congress amend the introductory language of section 104

(@) (6) to read: "“provides widespread citizens participation
including but not limited to a process which has...."
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IV. PROGRAMMING DECISIONS'

Legislative Differences

Program and project selection under both model cities
and community development has been governed by specific
stipulations written in the acts. Each act defines the
purpose to which the program must be aimed and each defines
the eligibility requirements necessary for a program to
receive funding.

The purposes of the model cities act were to:

provide additional financial and
technical assistance to enable cities
of all sizes (with equal regard to the
problems of small as well as large
cities) to plan, develop; and carry out
locally prepared and scheduled )
comprehensive city demonstration -
brograms containing new and imaginative
proposals to rebuild or revitalize
large slum and blighted areas; to
expand housing, job, and income
opportunities; to reduce dependence on
welfare payments: to improve .
educational facilities and programs; to
combat disease and ill health; to
reduce the incidence of crime and
delinquency; to enhance recreational
and cultural opportunities; to
establish better access between homes
and jobs; and génerally to improve
living conditions for the people who
live in such areas, and to accomplish
these objectives through the most
effective and economical concentration
and coordination of Federal, State, and
local public and private efforts to
improve the quality of urban life.1

Programs and projects were eligible for model cities
funding only if: ;

(1) physical and social problems ip the
area of the city coveregd by the program
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are such that a comprehensive city
demonstration program is necessary to
carry out the policy of the Congress as
expressed in section 3301 of this
title;

(2) the program is of sufficient
magnitude to make a substantial impact
on the physical and social problems and
to remove or arrest blight and decay in
entire sections or neighborhoods; to
contribute to the sound development of
the entire city; to make marked
progress in reducing-social and
educational disadvantages, ill health,
underemployment, and enforced idleness;

and to provide educational, health, and:

social services necessary to serve the
poor and disadvantaged in the area,
widespread citizen participation in the
program, maximum opportunities for
employing residents of the area in all
phases of the program, and enlarged
opportunities for work and training;

(3) the program, including rebuilding
or restoration, will contribute to a
well-balanced city with a substantial
increase in the supply of standard
housing of low and moderate cost,
maximum opportunities in the choice of
housing accommodations for all citizens
of all income levels, adequate public
facilities (including those needed for
education, health and social services,
transportation, and recreation),
commercial facilities adequate to serve
the resident _al areas, and ease of
acces  between the residential areas
and centers of employment;

(4) the various projects and activities
to be undertaken in connection with
such programs are scheduled to be
jnitiated within a reasonably short
period of time; adequate local
resources are, or will be, available
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for the completion of the program as
scheduled, and, in the carrying out of
the program, the fullest utilization
possible will be made of private
initiative and enterprise;
administrative machinery is available
at the local level for carrying out of
the program on a consolidated and
coordinated basis; substantive local
laws, requlations, and other
requirements are, or can be expected to
be, consistent with the objectives of
the program; there exists a relocation
plan meeting the requirements of the
regulations referred to in section 3307
of this title; the local governing body
has approved the program and, where
appropriate, applications for
assistance under the program; agencies
whose cooperation is necessary to the
success of the program have indicated
their intent to furnish such
cooperation; the program is consistent
with comprehensive planning for the
entire urban or metropolitan area:; and
.the locality will maintain, during the
period an approved comprehensive city
demonstration program is being carried
out, a level of aggregate expenditires
for activities similar to those being
assisted under this subchapter which is
not less than the level of aggregate
expenditures for such activities prior
to initiation of the comprehensive city
demonstration program: and

(5) the program meets such additional
requirements as the Secretary may
establish to carry out the purposes of
this subchapter: Provided, that the
authority of the Secretary under this
paragraph shall not be used to impose
criteria or establish requiréments
except those which are related and
essential to the specific provisions of
this subchapter. 2
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The purpose of the Housing and Comnunity Development
Act is: .

the development of viable urban
communities, by providing decent
housing "and @ suitable living
environment and exmsnding economic
opportunities, principally for persons
of low and moderate income. Consistent
with this primary objective, the ..
Federal assistance provided in this
title is for the support of cammunity
development activities which are
directed toward the following specific
objectives-

(1) the elimination of slums and blight
and the prevention of blighting
influences and the deterioration of
poverty and neighborhood and community
facilities of importance to the welfare
of the community, principally persons
of low and moderate income;

(2) the elimination of conditions which
are detrimental to health, safety, and
public welfare, through code
enforcement, demolition, interim
rehabilitation assistance, and related
activities;

(3) the conservation and expansion of
+he Nation's housing stock in order to
provide a decent hore and a suitable
living environment tor all persons, but
principally those of low and moderate
income; f
(4) the expansion and improvemen of
the quantity and quality of services,
principally for persons of low and
noderate income, which are evsential
for sound community development and for
the development of viable urb.an |
communities; |

(5) a more rational utilizatioa of land
and other natural resources and the
better arrangement of residential,
commercial, industrial, recreational,
and other needed activity centei's;
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(6) the reduction of the isolation of
income groups within communities and
geographical areas and the promotion of

an increase in the diversity and /
vitality of neighbarhoods through the !
spatial deconcentration of housing j
opportunities for persons of lower |
income and the revitalization of
deteriorating or deteriorated
neighborhoods to attract persons of

higher income; and

(7) the restoration and preservation of ST
properties of special value for .

historic, architectural, or esthetic

reasons.?

Applications are eligible for funding only if they
include a program designed to:

(A) eliminate or prevent slums, blight, and
deterioration where such conditions or needs
exist; and

(B) provide improved community facilities and
public improvements, including the provision of
supporting health, social, and similar services
where necessary and appropriate€;....*

In addition the program must:

give maximum feasible priority to
activities which will benefit low- or
moderate~-income families or aid in the
prevention or elimination of slums or
blight. The Secretary may also approve
an application describing activities -
which the applicant certifies and the
Secretary determines are designed to
meet other community development needs.
having a particular urgency as
specifically described in the
application.s

Programs eligible for funding are specifically spelled
cut and include:

(1) the écquisition of real property
(including air rights, water rights,
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and other interests therein)} which is
(A) blighted, deteriorated,
deteriorating, .undeveloped, or
inappropriately developed from the
standpoint of sound community
development and growth; (B) arpropriate
for rehabilitation or conservation
activities: (C) appropriate for the
preservation or restoration of historic
sites, the beautification of urban
land, the conservation of open spaces,
natural resources, and scenic areas,
the provision of recreational
opportunities, or the guidance of urban
development; (D) to be used for the
provision of public works, facilities,
and improvements eligible for
assistance under this title; or (E) to
be used for other public purpose;

(2) the acquisition, construction,
reconstruction, or installation of
public works, facilities, and site or
other improvements--including
neighborhood facilities, senior
centers, historic properties,
utilities, streets, street lights,
water and sewer facilities, foundations
and platforms for air rights sites,
pedestrian malls and walkways, and
parks, playgrounds, and recreation
facilities, flood and drainage
facilities in cases where assistance
for such facilities under other Federal
laws or programs is determined to be
unavailable, and parking facilities,
solid waste disposal facilities, and
fire protection services and facilities
which are located in or which serve
designated community cdevelopment areas;
(3) code enforcement in deteriorated or
deteriorating areas in which such
enforcement, together with public
improvements and services to be
provided, may be expected to arrest the
decline of the area;

{(4) clearance, demolition, removal, and
rehabilitation of buildings and
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improvements (including interim
assistance and financing rehabilitation
of privately owned properties when
incidental to other activities):

(5) special projects directed to the
removal of material and architectural
barriers which restrict the mobility
and accessibility of elderly and.

- handicapped persons; ‘

(6) payments to housing owners for
losses of rental income incurred in
holding for temporary periods housing
units to be utilized for the relocation
of individuals and families displaced
by program activities under this title;
(7) disposition (through sale, lease,
donation, or otherwise) of any real
property acquired pursuant to this
title or its retention for public
purposes;

(8) provision of putlic services not
othexwise available in areas where
other activities assisted under this
title are being carried out in a
concentrated manner, if such services
are determined to be necessary or
appropriate to support such other
activities and if assistance in
providing or securing such services
under other applicable Federal laws or
programs has been applied for and
denied or not made available within a
reasonable period of time, and if such
services are directed toward (A)
improving the community's public
services and facilities, including
those concerned with the employment,
economic development, crime prevention,
child care, health, drug abuse,
education, welfare, or recreation needs
of persons residing in such areas, and
(B) coordinating public and private
development programs;

(9) payment of theé non-Federal share
required in connection with a Federal
grant-in-aid program undertaken as part
of the Community Development Program;
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(10) payment of the cost of completing
a project funded under title I of the-
Housing Act of 1949;

(11) relocation payments and assistance
for individuals, families, businesses,
organizations, and tarm operations
displaced by activities assisted under
this title;

(12} activities necessary (d) to
develop a comprehensive community
development plan, and (B) to develop a
policy-planning-management capacity so
that the retipient of assistance under

- - t¢his title may more rationally and

effectively {i) determine its needs,
(ii) set long=-term goals and short-term
objectives, (iii) devise programs and |
activities to meet these goals and
objectives, (iv) evaluate the progress
of such programs in accomplishing these
goals and objectives, and (v} carry out
managewment, coordination, and
monitoring of activities rnecessary for
effective planning implementation; and
(13) payment of reasonable
administrative costs and carrying
charges related to the planning and
_execution of community development and
housing activities, including the
provision of informetion and resources
+0 residents of areas in which
community development and housing
acrivities are to be concentrated with
respect %o the nlanning and execution
of such activities.®

Urider both model cities and commnnity develcpment,
applicants were provided with a variety of programs eligible
for funding and were given wide latitude 1in making proqram
choices. Both acts recognized the necessity of two primary
elements of community improvement: a pian to eliminate and
prevent physical dsterioration, and a plan to provide those
comhunity services necessary to improve health, employment,
child care, aduca<ion, recreation, economic opportunity, and
cthexr social needs.? )
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The model cities legislation did ot stipulate which of
these two areas of need was +o0 receive prime consideration
by applicants. The community development legislation, as
well, 4id not make such a stipulation. However, the
legislative history of the 1974 act indicates that both
Houses of Congress intended that the principal thrust of the
legislation be physical improvement. 1In its final form,
therefore, the legislation stated that public services were
to be provided only "to Support such other {physical
development ] activities and if assistance in providing or.
securing such services under other applicable Federal laws
Or programs has been applied for and denied or not made
available...."s :

In an early version of the act, Senate Bill 30686, the
amount of money available to social programs had been
limited to 20 percent of a community's total funds. This
percentage limitation was rejected, however, by the House
and Senate conferees, and the final version of the bill
includes no dollar or percentage limitation on expenditures
for social programs.®

Although both acts gave communities wide latitude in°
selecting programs, bo*h stipulated the limited purposes for
which funds could be used in the eligibility requirements
for families and individuals receiving benefits trom the
programs. Model cities was to provide for needs in areas of
extreme blight and deterioration and was to benefit the poor
and disadvantaged families who lived withir those geographic
boundaries. Community development was not limited to any
gecgraphical boundaries of concentrated blight and
detericration, but the act required that funds be used
principally for persons of low and moderate-income and to
give maximum feasible priority to acrivities that benefited.
low- or moderate~income families or aided in the prevention
or 2limination of slums and blight.

The «ommunity development act does not require
compliance with this stateqd purpose and eligibility
requirement, however., Section 104 (8) (2) of the act
provides that local communities may design, and HUD may
approve, programs aimed at any other communrity needs having
& particular urgency. This section of the act was
translated in the HUD rules and regulations as:

Where .all or part of the community
development program activities are
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designed to meet other community

development needs having a particular

urgency, the applicant may request a
determination by the Secretary that the

program activities are so designed to .
meat such needs as specifically N
described in the application.t19

In addition, during the first vear’of implementation
the HUD application form for community developmernt funds
proevided that communities certify that the community
developmen* programs - -

O

3
(3) Gives maximum feasible priority to
activities which will benefit low- or
moderate-income families or aid in the
prevention or elimination of slums or
blight;

(b) contains’ activities derigned to
me=t other community development needs
having a particular urger.cy which are
specifically identified and described
in +¢he applicant's community
development plan summary and commumity
development programe.
o
The instructions for this seceion state that the

applicant may certify that it will comply with (a)}.oxr (b) or

toth.t?t ]

‘This section of the community development act evolved
from Senate Bill 3066, which contained a provision
prohibiting more than 20 percent of an applicant®s community
developmernit funds *o be used for activities that “do not .
directly and significantly benefit low- ard moderate income .
tamilies or blighted areas.® The House version of the bill
did not include any provision for funds *o be used for
purposes other than those stated in the law. The House and
Sena+te conference committee replaced the Serate provision
with the provision that is currently in tie law.i2

pDifferences in Implementation
The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission

or. Civil Rights reviewed the proyrams established by the
eight model citiss communities in Michigan and compared them
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. * : TABLE 2 R - roru ammrdIFo
. OMB NUMBER 83 _R1211
U.5. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT ) T Aan Arbnr,‘Hichfgan
CITY DEMONSTRATION AGENCY BUDGET CONTRACT NUMBER  |OATE
. 5 RY / 3/15/72
BUDGET . um REQUESTED ACTION YEARS
. P FROM YO«
. XXOrigina! Submission (" |Revision No: . 1972 l 1973
< ' ‘ (ALL FIGURES IN THOUSANDS ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST THOUSAND!
0 CITKGORI" PRIOR CUHRI\P:T_ REQUESTED FUNDS Yora 'iub:ULrA‘-L .
v ‘"m"‘“‘ CATRGORY NG ORanT :-:u?;:f.r < NON HUD MC FUNDS . {;f‘;;")k '"{Sfc;:f
B FUNDS FuNDS ANT FEDERAL | STATE LOCAL : (Cal.Jeq15)
(1 (@) T (&) Ty 7Y T (G} 22 Ty
' | Education  -- _ [11,000 156,650 . | 45,000 {201,650 {267,650
‘ " 1 | Health -~ 139,000 [212,700 ‘ 212,700 {351,700
'® | Swisl Services -- 120,000 {131,500 131,500 {251,500
'¢ | Recreation = Culture -~ |59,000 101,800 | 101,800 [160,800
'7 | Crime - Delinquency -- {90,000 115,500 115,500 [205,500
20 | Monpower and Job
Develcpment - 47,000 | 25,000 25,0600 72,000
21 | Economic ond Business -
Development = - =" - - i
10 Mousing - - - _—— -
3 Relocation -- -- | 20,000 20,000 | 20,000
. Transportation —
Communication -- 82,000 32,500 .| 32,5001114,500
53 | Environmental Protection S
and Development -- .- 20,000 20,000 20.00(1
4@ |Citizen Participation - - 45,000 45,000 45,700
Evalua? d R "
i ! §:::;t‘ii’:1m -- 22,000} 22,000 . 22,000] 44,000
+ -+ —
\\\“—q
SUBTOTAL ¢ -] ]
%0 Pregram Administration - 186,300 T—Bé ,33? R . _m~46 0841232 ,9211372,637
GRAND TOTAL -~ Bs6,300 |1ps8987 ’ 91,584 [176057 711925287, ___
— CLEARANCE SECTION )
| e CITY HUD APPROVAL
< - Approved Total
Gront Amount : § B
1115 heredy certifred that City budgeting practices have been followed and thet ail ¢
wstitications and back-up mater o required by City practice and by HUD are on $1le
with the City and 15 avofable for INSPECHON putsuant to the Grant Agreement,
oaTe SIGNATURK AND YITLR OF CITY'S GHIEF FisSCAL OFFICER /gigna:u;g- !
SUBMISSION AUTNORIZATION.
DAYE SIGNATURE AND YITLE OF CITY'S CHIEF EXELUTIVE OFFICER mtr-}

HUD - 7044 (10-70} Pravious sditian may be used
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with those programs established by the cities under the
Housing and Community Development Act.

The Advisory Committee made no attempt to evaluate the
ef fectiveness of any .ne particular program Or project in a
city or to monitor the relative success or failure of a
city's programs. Instead, the Advisory Committee sought to
1ook at how cities used each of the "two acts to attack the
problem of urban blight, differences in the types of
programs selected by cities under each act, differences in
rarget populations affected by the city*s selections, and.
the opinions of otficials and citizens regarding the
programming choices made by the community and their effect
on low-income and minority individuals.

ANN ARBOR

sudget allocations for the Ann Arbor model cities
program are shown in table 2 and the Jirst-year budget for
community development is shown in table 3. Under model
cities the city spent funds principally for public service
programs.t3

- The cumulative totals for all funds budgeted through
1973 show that $1,443,650 was spent on public services,
including education, health, social services, recreation,
crime prevention, job development, transportation, and
envirornmental protection. These programs accounted for 75
percent of the total budget. The city spent no funds on
housing programs but did provide $20,000 for a housing
relocation proagram. This expernditure accou:ited for
apprroximately 1 percent of the model cities budget. The
remaining tunids were spent On administration, citizens®*
participation, and planning and evaluatiorn activities.

Under the Housing and Community Development Act, the
ci¢y budgeted its funds principally for physical development
programs, including public works, housing rehabilitation,
clearance, improvement, and relocation activities. A total
of $1,543,000 was budgeted for these projects, accounting
€ar 62 percent of the available tunds. The city budgeted

5“\‘“¥L66T15Q1; for public service projects, accounting for 27

percent o‘“fheﬁhgﬂggil‘

—

—

The target gopulation s€ the model cities
proaram encompassed census tract numbé€ :yen, which
incluaed the larqgast percentage of minorities and—low-income

\'\>
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. B TABLE 3
< US DEPARINVINT OF HOM. i 16 ANDURSS N 1 VEL OFMENT A ] ORIGINAL 8. APPLICATION NO.
L COMMUNITY B2 %L LIPMENT BUL GEY =1 ... (1 AMENOMENT )
C. NAME OF APPLICANT D. FROGRAM YEAR
: City of Aop Axbox [emowm. T0;
‘g‘%‘ - E. PROGRAM ACTIVITY AMOUNT
' 1. | ACQUISITION OF REAL PRO.ERTY 0 97,000
) T
A8
2. | PUBLIC WORKS, FACILITIES, $iTE IMPRGVEMENTS . 792 1250
Ay
3 | CODE ENFORCEMENT ‘ 92,000
4 ] CLEARANCE. I'iNOLITION, RF HABILITATION ’ 106,000
—
5. | REMABILITATION LOANS AND GRANTS 279,250
<
6. | SPECIAL PHOJECTS FOR ELDERLY AND NANDICAPFED 57,000
7. | PAYMENTS FOR LOSS OF RENTAT INCOME 0 '
8 | DISPOSITION GF REAL PROPERTY 0
» »
9. | PAOVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES - 730,250
Pl
10. | PAYMENT OF NON FEOERAL SNARES ' : 0o
11, | COMPL - TION OF URBAN RENCWAL PROJECTS e 0
. Lda )
12. | RELOCATION PAYMENTS AND ASSISTANCE 50,000 ]
13. | FLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DEVE LOPMENT 60,625
14 | ADMINISTRATIVE . 125,000
P
15. | CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVITIES 0
16. | SUBTOTAL 4,389,375
17. | CONTINGENCILS AND/OR UNSPFCIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES (Not 10 excead 10% of line 16} 86,625
8. | TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 2,476,000
F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS ?7 7
1 | ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT // A7
2 | LESS DEDUCTIONS 7 /‘/{5/,59
3. | ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BUDGET ACTIVITIES
4 | FROGRAM INCOME
S. | SURPLUS FROM URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT SETTLEMENT
6. | LOAN PROCEEDS
7. | UNOBLIGATED FUNDS . PRIOR PROGRAM YEAR ~
il ; -l
8| TOTAL RFSOUNLES FOR PROGPAM ACTIVITY COSTS ) :
D Clo b DOx 1f €038 104 it Ay dndivect coss v ik reqQuine gpurisal nf & cost stlocsiion Plan &3 tegiiired by L'edenal Managonent Cltculdr 74.8

HUD . 20155
(1ee 748
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tamilies in Ann Arbor.tS The target population for community ey
development programs encompasses the entire city for some

projects and a concentrated area of activity for other

projects. The concentrated area of activity includes 16

census tracts in addition to the 1 census tract that was

being served by model cities.1®

commenting on the shif+ ir the type of programs funded
by the city under each of the two acts, Mayor Albkert H.
wheeler told the Advisorv Committee:

This to me is a very clear indication

that the intent of the city government

[was] to eliminate model cities as an

influential part of this total

community development revenue sharing

program, and in effect, terminate those

programs that existed under model A
cities. (pe. 58) %

The mayor went on tc say, "1 see model cities as having
been hasically a people-oriented program, and delivery of
services to the people." This use of program funds changed
urnder community da2velopment, according to +he mayor, and he
told the Advisory Committee that he was making etforts to
nget a redistribution of the money and to attempt to see
_that it is mors community oriented." (p. 62)

Mayor Wheelar also told the Advisory Committee that
program services to the. poor were being reduced under the
Houging and Community Development Act because the city had
chosen a target population nearly five times the size of
that in the model neighborhood. At the same time, according
to the mayor, the city has reduced the amount of money being
spent on public services.. "If we aze going to provide
additional servicas to additional people [as envisioned by
thie act]e you can't do it with the same amount or 1loss
money," he said. (p. 59)

in describing the effects of these program changes on
the minority community, Mayor Wheeler told the Advisory
committee, "I would not want to say that there was anything
overcly or blatancly racist [akout the shift in programs J,
but the ne+ effect of what happened does have some serious
racial impact." (p. 81) ~
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BENTON HARBOR-BENTON TOWNSHIP

Budget allocations for the Benton Harbor=-Benton
Township model cities program are shown ir table 4, First-
year budget allocations for the Benton Harbor (city)
comranity development programare shown in table 5, and
budg2t allocations for Benton Township are shown in table 6.

Under their combined model cities program, EBenton
Harbor and Benton Township spent funds principally for
public service programs. The cumulative budget (last column
or table 4) for the entire program shows- that $3.25 million
(69 parcent of all funds) was spent for services, including
education, health, social services,. recreation, crime, job
development, transportation, and environmental protection.
The model cities program spent $320,000 on housing and
housing-related physical development programs and $115,000
orn relocation programs, accounting for 9 percent of the
total. Remaining funds were sre€nt on administration,
citizens' participation, and evaluatior activities.,

Under +he Housing and Community Development Act, Benton
Harbor and Benton Township budgeted funds principally tor
ptysical developm=2nt programs. . Eentor Township kudgeted 57
percent of its available commurity development funds,
§443,700 out of $778,000, for public works projects and
housing rehabilitation. A total of $70,000 was budgeted for
ruklic services, accounting for 9 percernt of the total
funds., Lentor Harbor (city) budgeted 72 percent of its
community development funds for physical development
rrojects, including acquisition of property, public works,
code enforcement, cl=zarance, rehabilitatior, and relocation
attriburable to physical development. The city tudgeted
$222,301 for public service projects and the continuation of
medel cities projacts., This amount accounts for 18 percent
of +h= total available funds. -

For comparative purposes the combined total spent by
Fenton Harbor and Benton Township orn public services ur.der
=he gousging and Community Devolopment Act was $292,301, 15
percsnt ot the total funds available to the two communities.

The target population served by the cominuaity
development tunds encompasses the entire city of Bentorn
Hirbor ard +the entire Township of Ben+ton.'? Under the mod 21
Cltis proaram, a +arget population encompassing the areafs
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TABLE 4

FLRed AMBRO YL [
P

It aet . PR Ay . MN12Et
HEAE ;
U. 5. DEPARTMINT OF MOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT ‘i'«;;n\:.,cn Harnnre/encan Mowazhin {
CITY DEMONSTRATION AGENCY BUDGET F;}m‘uu;v ~UMD ip« T -
V21008 Hove oz, 197
BUDGET SUMHARY MW aew AT ION YEaKS *
FROM A g-N
[ Original Subm.ssion ‘s Revision No: 3 7-1=7L l {-=0.7¢
ALL FIGURES IN THQUSANDS ~QUNEGED TO THLD ANCAHELSY TROU AN
“::‘:g" FROGRAM CATEQORY Tcans F:::‘:‘::al REgueTED fu et Toy AL ixi}c;::.”.’:fv'
RouBER “C GmanT | BWLGLT. { “e NON MUD MO FUNDS (g, M50
runos (VG ERANT L ceant TrEpoRAL | STATE | LOCAL Sef iy
IRl {2y [$ 3] (l). ’ } 3 3 § (G e} " Y] ‘ It T1) . it N
i 1
10 Educanian 255 122 go { i 23 { 397
' |
s Health 1
489! 2671 i3} ‘ 43 | 799
19 | Sociol Services 320 19 232 g 245 caq
te | Recreation = Culture : Lo .
” . 101 1781 18k | 500 | oesy |63
1 ;
1) LCnm — Delinguancy 13 -0- _0- t f 19
20 | Manpower and Job . i :
Development 231 185 l . TR
ememam— —
a TEconomc nd Business ‘ & _
Development 36 | 35 32 1
20 |Heusng 160 | 160 | 320
Y Relocation
' 561 59 | L1
2 Transportation = \ ’ !
Communicateon 467 i ' } 157
a3 £ avironmanial Protsction J i ! a
ond Deve lopment 35 -0- ~0- | ! 5
I '
40 | Citizen Participation !
Hisen 1S pat 194 130 70 { 70 & ST
s Eveluation and !
information g2 | T2 gl I 5L 218
SusTOTAL 2,143 {1,268 | 638 500 1,133 15,209
o | Progrom Admin sfrotion 267 133 27 g 32 127
GRAND TOTAL 2,680 11,381 | €65 g00 | 5 11,170 {4,726
CLEARANCE SECTION
CITy HUD APPROYAL
City of Benton Harbor/ Arovoved Torsl
" Township of Renton G -at Amount = §
11 15 hatay cottifind thes City dufgetng peactices huv been foliowed ard thar et
watihications and bacheup metenal requiced by City practice -nd by HUD s on Lie
with the Gty and 1o oveduble for sAspection pursuant 10 the Gront Agresment,
DAtk WE AND TITLE QF CITY s CrutF FiBCAL OFFICER Puigrdtwred
¥ atlery ( Emmg.h.
SUBKISSION AUTSORIZATION N
OAYE ‘,mmfuuﬁ AND WTLE OF KYv'S CHMEF KXRCUTIVE uf::&n {late ]
fa-bi- e 'g‘_/}(./,-,:‘ '/fA f .-, -! } i‘\ 1 ?‘ i 1
WU 7008 (2701 | svraws adition in‘ebssiate
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TABLE 5§ : . Fo::.::":x-":m:

<

-

V.8 DEPARTMENT OF MOUSING AND URBAN DEVEL OFPMENT A. O ORIGINAL B. APPLICATION NQ.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUDGET _ {1 AMENDMENT
C. D. PROG YE '
&oty omnton Harbor Fmonm: Y mﬁ T 1875 ... June 30, 197
A E. PROGRAM ACTIVITY - AMoUNT  |° .
3. | ACQUISITION OF REAL PROFERTY . 40 ), Q_QQ_- Q;p
2. ] PUSLIC WORKS, FACILITIES, SITE IMPROVEMENTS 317.000.00
2 | copE eENFORCEMENT . 88,296.00
4 | CLEARANCE, DEMOLITION, RENABILITATION ) ]_QM
8. | REMABILITATION LOANS AND GRANTS - L 394,068.09
& | SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR ELOERLY AND NANDICAPFED
) ™ )

7. §{ FAYMNTS FOR LOSS OF RENTAL INCOME

8. | DISFOSITION OF REAL PROFPERTY

8. | PRAOVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES 92,301.0

10. | PAYMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SNARES

11. | COMPLETION OF URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTE

12. | RELOCATION PAYMENTS AND ASSISTANCE ' 15,000.0

" ‘ 13 | PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOFMENT

14 | ADMINISTRATIVE

15. | CONTINVATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVITIES 130,000.0
16 | susTOTAL a 1,216,000, 00
17. | CONTINGENCIES AND/OR UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVIT <8 (Nof 10 excead 10% of line 16} 0

18. | TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 1,216,000/00

1. | ENTITLEMENT A:a:sisfmcss FOR PROGRAM »”vITY COSTS $1, 435,000.00 m
2. | LSS DEDUCTIONS 219,000,00 %/////I%

E S ENTITLEMENT AVAILASLE FOR BUDGET ACTIVITIES 14 216‘_%1& s
4 | PROGRAM INCOME o]
B. | SURPLUS FROM URBAN RENEWAL FROJElCT SETTLEMENT a l
% | LOAN PROCEEDS : ' 0
7. | UNOBLIGATED FUNDS - PRICR PR/ )GRAM YEAR 0
. .
8. | YOTAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRA W ACTIVITY COSTS 1,216,000,00
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heaviest concentration of'mindrities and poor families had
beer. served. (pp. 169, 170)

, In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the differences
in programming oetween model cities and community .,
development. Judd Spraye director of community development
for the Township of Benton, told the Advisory Committee that
+here were difterences between the two programs gnd that the
difforences wera due to the "nature of the community

development act and the instructions for the application."

Mr. Spray went on to say *hat the new act has put
cities and citizens in a dilemmas

They would like %o make the environment
a better place in which to live
[ physical development ], but at the same
. +ime “hey would also like toO upgrade
the lifestyle and add some of these
amenities [ public service programs] but
the program just doesn't seem to
stretch far enough for both of them.

(p. 191)

As a result the public service programs had been cut back.
The Housing and Commanity Developmert Act places emphasis on
ousing, rehabilication, and public works, Mr. Spray told
the Advisory Committee, and social programs are approved
only in a "supporting function ot rehabilitation
activitiss.”" (v. 189)

Mr. Spray indicated to the Advisory Committee that the
changes in the <Type Ot programs funded by the city wers not
due to ths gualicy of programs operated under model cities.
He comment2d that many of them tad been “good programs® and
uwe: regret that some of these mcdel cities programs are
prasing out.” ’

yelvin Farmer, who directed the model cities program
and ther. btecame the director of ~he community development
program in the city of Benton Harbor, told the Advisory
Committee that the diffar=znces in target populations betwe=n
the two programs will reduce benmtits to minoritirs:

The ability of officials to respend to
th2 ne=ds of poor and minorities will
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b strained by the elimination og
target areas ani the defirnition of the
geographic bounds for a total prpgram.
In a citywide program, communit
development block grant funding 'would
inherently be available to more]
residents, [ than through the uzﬁ of
model reighborhood target areas]
therebv decreasing the amount of funds
available to concentrate strictly on
problems of poverty and blight." (p.
169)

In addition, Mr. Farmer pointed out *he itywide approach
had increased the competition among program sponsors for
available funis and that 'this competition "again has the
effect of leaving out the poor, elderly, and less organized
citizenrv of =he community." (pp. 1694 170)

/

Asked to sum up his opinion of the attitudes of the
city?'s low- and moderate-income families toward the program
charges, Silas Leagq, who served as director of the Model
Ci+ies Citizens Steering Council and is now on the Benton
Harbor Community Development Advisoq& Council, told the
Advisory Committee, "They are nct happy with it." . (p. 257)

’ /

DETROIT f
, /

Eudget allocations for the Detroit model cities program
are shown ir table 7, and 'the first-year budget for
community development is shown in table 8.

Under model cities the city sgent funds principally for
public service programs. The cumulative totals for all
funds budgeted under model cities show that $52,910,000 was
spent on public services, including education, health,
social services, recreation, crimelprevention, job
jevelopmant, transportation, and environmental protection.
These programs accounted for 71 percent of the total budget.
The city spent $5,121,000 on physical development housing
programs and $3,283,000 on relocatipn programs associated
with housing development. These expenditures accounted for
approximately 11 percent of the total budget. The remaining
funds were spent on office space, administration, citizen
participation, and evaluation activities.

|
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under the Housing and Community Development Act the
city budgeted its funds principally for physical development
programs, including urban renewal projects, public works,
clearance, rehabilitation, and relocation payments. These
programs accounted for 64 percent of the total community
development budget.. The amount of funding going to public
services, $3,525,000,3% accounted for 11 percent of the
total budget.

Model cities funds were used in a target area of the
city that included a high concentration of low-income and
minority families. (p. 518) Under the Housing and Community
Development Act the city has enlarged the target population;

some programs serve concentrated poverty areas while others_'

are citywide, thus encompassing a wide range of income
groups.1®

In testimony before the Michigar Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressad their opinions regarding program
di fferences betwean model cities and community development.
pDavid Nelson, assistant administrator for social planning
and development of the Detroit model cities program, told
the Advisory Committee:

I +hink in general we will see, at
least in Detroiz, a shift away from
social proarams to physical programs in
the transition process to the klock
grant community development program.
This change I think, primarily, was
mandated by the way the legislation was
writ+en. (p. 516)

comm2nting on the shift in target populations, Mr. Nelson
+0ld the Advisory Committee:

When you don't have very much money to
begin with...and then you are advised
that you can go citywide with that
money, instead of concentrating it in
the model neighborhood target area, the
answer is obvious. The more you
disperse your money the less impact you
are going to have. (p. 518)
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Earl Adamasz2ok, who served as chéirman of the ctitizens
governing board of the Detroit model cities program, told
the Advisory Committee:

I hava seen the change. I have seen
+he cutbacks in the various social -
‘ service programs. Aand I have seen the
/ effects of cutting back those e o
programe that have as their objective . =
alleviating the burdens of the poor and ¢
the disabilities imposed upon them in

e terms Of -having-adecent-human life. .
/ (p. 568)

FLINT

The model cities proaram in Flint was operated by
Genesee County and the model neighborhood included areas of
the county outside the city limits of Flint. Flint,
how:ver, received the entire model cities Lold-harmless
allccation because 80 percent of all model cities programs
had operated within +he city limits. Decisions regarding
the use of model cities funds were made with the final e
authority of the Genesee County commissioners and decisions
reqarding the use of Flint's community development funds - . .
wers mad2 with final authority of ths city council. T

Under moiel cities Genesee County spent funds
principally for public service programs. The fourth-year
application from the county, table 9, shows that
cumulatively the model cities program spent $7.8 million on
services, including education, Lealth, social services,
recr=ation, crime prevention, job training, busin2ss
deve lopment, and environmental protection. These
expenditures accounted for 58 percent ocf the total budget., -
The county spent $1,238,000 on housing and housing
development programs and $565,000 on relocation programs ¢
related *o housing development., These expenditures
accour.ted for 13 percent of the meodel cities budget. The
repaining funds were spent on administration, citizens®
participation, and evaluation activities. :

under the Housing and Community Development Act (table S
10) the city of Flint budgeted its funds principally for B
physical development programs, including ‘public works,
purchase ot proverty, clearance, rehabilitation, completion
of urban ranewal proiects, and relocation. These programs
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accounted for 77 percent of the total available budget
($5,993,700) . Flint allocated $703,300 for public service
programs. This amount represents 9 percent «f the total
community development budget. ' :

Target populations of the various projects in the Flint
community development budget vary. Some, such as the
continuation of urban renewal projects, are limited to a
target area with heavy minority and low-income ‘
concentrations. Otker projects, such as rehabilitation
loans and land acquisition, are citywide in scope.?20

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the changes in -
programming between model cities and commur.ity development.,
Daniesl Boggan, Jr., city manager of Flint, +old the Advisory
Committee in his wrivten comments:

I believe that on a categorical basis
people knew they had to deal with

' specitic problems under model cities .
However, the CDA Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 is a shotgun
approach to solving urban groblems. It
allows the local decisionmakers to make
the decision. 1 believe it can bamper
the city's ability to deal witk the '
needs of the poc® and minority \
community if not properly focused.,

To the extent that the municipal
officials are committed to deal with
urban problems the Housing and '
community Development Act of 1974
proviies a mechanism to do so.
However, to the extent that those
officials are nct committed, the act
also provides them enough leeway to do
other things that would be beneficial
ﬁo the community but not necessarily to
the poor and minority.21

Gloria Grant, representing-the Genesee County model — ———
cities agency, <old the Advisory Committee that programs of
the type funded under mod:21 cities, "seem to be headad for
oblivion. All services will be termirated and a void will
#xist in the mod2l cities community. The termination will
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.affect approximately 27,000 residents of which 79.1 pexcent
»..are minorities." (pp. 270, 271)

According to Ms. Grant, the difference in target
populations between the two programs means that community
development funds will have "no significant impact" on
certair "blighted, poverty, and minority concentrated
areas." (p. 275) Funds that previously went intc these model
neighborhood areas -are now being used to npeef up the urban
rznewal areas and the city's administrative budget," Ms.
Grant said. %This has been accomplished at the expense of
th: model cities areas which contained a high minority
coacentration.” (p. 275) :

GRAND RAPIDS

Budget allocations for the Grand Rapids model cities
program are shown in table 11, and the first-year budget for
community development is shown in table 12. .

"Inder model cities Grand kapids spent funds principally
tor public service programs. Cf the total tunds budgeted
through June 30, 1975, $u4.4 million was spent on public
service programs, including education, health, social
services, recreation, crime prevention, job development,
economic developmer.t, transportation, and environmental
protection. These expenditurss accounted for 56 percent of
the total budget. The city spent $220,000 on housing
development and $298,000 on relocation prcjects associated
with housing develcpment. These expenditures accounted for
7 percent of +he total budget. The remaining funds were
spent for administration, citizen participation, audits, and
evaiuation activities.

Under the Housing and Community DeveloPmeht Act, Grand
Rapids budgeted funds principally for physical development
proqrums, including public works, acqguisition of property,
code enforcement, clearance, rehabiliration, and relocation.
" A total of $3.9 million was budgeted tor these projects,
accounting for 81 percent of thre total available budget.

The city budgeted $285,000 forx continuation of model cities
public s2rvice programs, and an additional $141,000 from the

-quﬁlacal,optionﬂgdatégory was later placed in the public

service category for a total of $426,000. This amount
accounted for 9 percent of the total available community
developmant budg=t. :
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Under model cities, all program funds were spent in a
target area of the city that had a heavy concen?ratzon of
low-income and minority families. Under community
development, some projects continue to be targete§ to
specific areas of the city while others are citywide in
scope. 22

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee, >
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the changes in
programming between the two acts. Ora Spady, Grand Rapids
model cities diractor, told the Advisory Committee that even
prior to the implementation of the Housing and Community
Development Act, the community became aware that the types
of programs funded through model cities would no longer be
supported by the city:

For the last two years...we have :
attempted to try to get State and other
Federal funding to continue some of our
social programs because Pasically I
think we faced the reality at the local
level, especially it the planning
process, that very few funds would be
Spent out of community development for
th2 continuation of social programs.

(p. 808)

- Regarding the change in target populations, Mr.‘Spady
told the Advisory Committee:

When we bagin to compare the
geographical area that the model cities
funds were allocated for versus the
community development funds, which is
citywide, then we will see that the
percentage of impact would be .much less
through community development than
through the geographical target area of
the model cities prcgram. It means
that the impact no longér exists
because you have to begin to give
priority on a citywide basis. (Pp.
805, 810)

Wilbur Warren was a member of the Grand Rapids Model
Neighborhood Citizens Committce and president of the
National Citizens Participation Council, an organization

&
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that linked together the citizens' participation
organizations of 145 model cities programs throughout the
country. He told the Advisory Committee that the community
development programs, "will not serve the needs of low- and
moderate-income and lower~income persons of the identifiable
segments of the community. Nor does the local
plan...reflect the best interest of racial minorities or
those of the low- and moderate-income population of Grand
Rapids." (p. B843)

. Armond Robinson, who served as executive director of
+he model neighborhood citizens committee, noted that
ct.anjes brought about by the implementation of the Housing
and Community Development Act will "revert the methods of:
doing business back to the pre-1966 eraq which said that
local city government knows best." Mr. Robinson went on to
say, "Thiz will further result ip the neaz extinction of
ttosa software type sarvicses which model cities provided
to the communitye...® (p. 855)

HIGHLAND 2PARK

~ Budget allocations for the Highland Park model cities
program are shown in table 13, and the first-year budget for
community development is shown in takle 14.

Under model cities the city spent funds principally for
.public service programs. The cumulative budget for all
funds spent und2r model cities shows that $5.3 million was
sper.t on public service programs, including education,
health, social sarvices, racreation, crime prevention, job
development, and economic jevelopment. These prpgrams
accounted for 61 percent of the budget. The city spent
$512,000 on housing-related programse. This total accounted
for 6 percant of the budget. kemairing funds were spent on
administration, citizens' participaticn, and evaluation
activities,

under the Housing and Community Develcpment Act the

city budgeted its funds principally for physical development
' programs, including acquisitior. of property, public WOXKs,
cod2 anforcement, cl2arancse, ret.abilitation, completion of
urban renewal projects, and relocation assistance. These
programs accounted for 66 percent of the budget. The amount
of tunding going to the provision ot puklic services,
$284,615, accountad for 7 percent of the total available ..
budaet,
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Under model cities. Highland Park concentrated the
expenditure of funds to a target area population
encompassing a large portion of low-income and- minority
families. . Under community development the city continued to

use the target population approach for some projects while
others were funded on a citywide basis.23 ‘

LANSING

Buiget allocations for the Lansing model cities program.

are shown in table 15, and the first-year budget for
community development is shown in table 16, \\

-~ "Under model cities the city spent its funds principally
for public service programs, including education, health,
social services, reCreation, crime prevention, ssb
development, economic development, transportation, and
ervironmental protection. ‘A total of $7.8 million was spent
on these services during the 5§ vyears of the grogram, °
accounting for 49 percent of the oudget. The city spent $3
m1llion on housing development and $800,000 on relocation
related to housing development. These programs accounted
for 24 percent of the total budget. The remaining funds
wire spent for administration, citizen participation,
planning, and evaluation activities.

Under community development Lansing budgeted its funds
principally for physical development activities, including
acquisition of property, pubiic works, code enforcement.,
clearance, rehabilitation, and relocation. A total of
$3,556,565 was budgeted for these programs, accounting for
58 -percent of the budget. The city budgeted $1,009,490 for
the provision of public services, including the continuation
of model cities public service programs.2¢ These budget
figures represent 16 percent of the total funds available.

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witr.esses expressed their opinions regarding the program
differences between the two acts. Mayor Gerald Graves told
tre Advisory Committee: '

Community developmert is not a model
cities program written in diffarent
terms. It is a pronounced change from
an a2mphasis on social service programs
to the concept that these programs are
only valuable if they are instituted to
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support'a.primary'thrust of physical‘”ﬂ

development, particularly in the area ' '
of housing. (p. U42¢) - B T

Mayor Graves told the Advisory Committee he was | R
optimistic about the ability of the new legislation to
provide programs for the needs of the poor ‘and for
minorities. However, he warned, "The intentjon of Congress
can all too readily be subverted by bureaucratic meddling by

_ HUD and other Federal departments and activities of local
government." (pp. 430, 437) " ' C —
, Ralph Cascarilla, acting community development directo
of Lansing, told the Advisory Committee that:

Social services were basically an add-
on provision in this legislation to
assist in the rehabilitation of housing
and the effectiveé-utilization of
physical improvements. I don't think
anyone would maintain that physical
improvement must not be supported by a
certain degree of social service
programs. However, that is not the
primary emphasis of the new community
development program. (p. 435)

As a result of the legislation, Mr. Cascarilla noted, a
clear change in programming in Lansing has occurred; a
deemphasis on social services and an increased emphasis on
public improvements. (p. 437)

Harry Smith, a member of the executive committee of the
Model Cities Policy Board in Lansing, told the Advisory.
Committee that the Housing and Community Development Act has
been interpreted as “essentially a piece of tbricks and
mortar'! legislation, with a heavy emphasis upon physical
rather than social service projects." Mr. Smith noted,
however, that this shift in program emphasis had been done
at the expense of the social service projects developed
.under model cities, and at the expense of providing citizens
with a meaningful role in the development of local public

policy. (p. 399)
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Budéet allocations for the Saginaw model cities prcgram

" are shown in table 17, and the first-year budget for

community development is shown in table 18.

Under model cities the city spent funds principally for
public sérvice programs, including education, health, social
services, recreation, crim= prevention, job development,
transportation, and environmental protection. Expenditures
on these programs totaled $3,7 million throughout the_life

-of the program, accounting for 73 percent of the total\funds

spent. The city spent $380,000 for housing development
programs and $38,000 on relocation associated with housing
development. These expenditures accounted for 8 percent of
the total budget. The remaining funds were spent on
administration, citizens® participation, and evaluation : -.
activities. .

Under the Housing and Community Development Act the
city budgeted its funds principally for physical development
programs, including public works, groperty acquisition, code
enforcement, clearance, rehabilitation, relocation, and a
loan guarantee for public works project. These programs
totalied $1,908,800, accounting for 60 percent of the budget.
Expenditures for public service programs and “the

continuation of model cities public service programs totaled

$810,500,25 accounting for 26 percent of the available
budget.

Under model cities funds were spent in a concentrated
target area of the city, census tracts 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5,
which included ¢2.3 percent of the minority families living
in Saginaw and 39.2 percent of the families with poverty-
level incomes. Under community development most of the
programs have been expanded andé the programs have the entire
city as their target populatior. Seven oyt of eight model
cities public services programs continued by the city
expanded to cover the éentire city.2s

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnasses expressed their orinions regarding program
differences between model cities and community development.
Terry Pruitt, director of Sagiraw's model cities program,
told the Advisory Committeos y
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- I think it is important to understand
that the model cities program started
out as being a demonstration program,
and a program--at least in our
community--specifically directed at the
minority community and at human service
programs. - The new.legislation
[ community development] shifts to more

 physical development programming rather
than human services programming. ,
think there is going to be a very 2@
definite impact on some of the kinds of
programs, and the things that we have
been doing as part of our model cities
program, just by the very nature of the
{new] legislation. (p. 612)

In addition to the shift in the type of programs
funded, Mr. Pruitt noted a shift in the target populations
receiving benefits from the funds: '

In terms of numbexs, the model
neighborhood area in Saginaw was
comprised of some 15,000 people, I
would expect that probably 95-96
percent of those pecple were black. So
you can see that the model cities
- program in Saginaw was most definitely
directed at the minority community as
opposed to the total community [as
under community development] whichn is
about 95,000 or so and somewhere around
25 to 30 percent minority. So, 1n
o terms of programming citywide, -there is
a basic watering down of our programse.
(pp. 613, 614) '
. N ' Y
o Howard Sheltraw, director of community development for
: Saginaw, told the Advisory committee that many of the
community development programs continued to serve target'
populations of poor and minority families, and that those
programs which were expanded continued to sexve. people with
necds. "I don't see any particular problem with it
(shifting the target population]. Wetre [Going] from a
population with 90 percent minority composition down to a
‘population with about 50 percent minority composition. They
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are {all] affected by the neiéhborﬁood deterioration that is'_

going on.® (p. 655) i
USE OF HUD FUNDS

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 is a
consolidation of eight U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development programs that were in existence during:-the years
1968-72. These eight categorical programs provided Federal
funds to cities on an application basis for use in attacking
pressing urban problems. One of those programs, model
cities, provided funds for either physical improvemep
projects or public service programs. The other seven
programs--urban renewal, historic preservation, open space
and urban beautification, neighborhood facilities grants,
rehabilitation loans, and public facility loans--provided
funds for physical improvement projects. ' :

During the first year of the Housing and Community
Development Act, cities were entitled to receive a block of
funds equal to the average yearly funds they had received
from the eight HUD programs during the years 1968-72.

In order to determine what, if any, differences there
were in the way cities used their community development
funds as compared to funds available under the eight
categorical programs, the Michigan Advisory Committee
analyzed the funding choices made by cities both before and
after passage of the 1974 act.

Since model cities offered communities the "widest
discretion" in funding choices of any of the eight
categorical programs and because citizenss$ participation was
a required element of the model cities decisionmaking
process,. the Advisory Committee has paid particuylar
attention to the relative proportion of HUD funds going to
those programs chosen under model cities. The Advisory
Compittee has then sought to determine if those same types
of programs weré funded in relatively the same proportion
under comaunity development as they had been funded during
the yeazs 1968-72. “

The Advisory Committee has- assumed, for the purpose of
this .analysis, that model cities was the principal program,.
of -the eight categorical programs, that provided funding for
public service programs such as health, education, and job
development. 1In its analysis the Advisory Commit<tee has
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city Ann Arbor
Average Annual First Year Percent Change
DHUD Funding Percent | HCD Act Percent {Increase » +
1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total | Decrease = -)
Total 2,475,000 100% 2,476,000 | 100%
Mlic Service .
Programs-Total 721,825 29% 660,750 27 - 8.5% .
Public Service
Programs by
Category
gd:ucatien 133,825 0 - 100%
Health 175,850 183,650 + 4%
Social Service 125,750 163,350 + 30%
Recreation/
Culture 80,400 148,500 + 85%
Crime/ =
Pelinguency 102,750 65,250 - 37%
Manpower/Job
Development 36,000 0 - 100%
FEconomic/Business
Development 0 100,000 +
Transportation/
Communication 57,250 0 - 100%
Environmental
Protection and
Development 10,000 Y - 100%
109
\ i
3% 3

VR
©




ST TR SN Wy

I S

City Banton Harbor/Benton Township . .
{verage Annual First Year Percent Change]
DHUD Funding Percent | HCD Act Parcent | (Increase = +
(19€8-1972 of Total { Funding of Total { Decrease = \} N
. . A}
Total 2,416,000 100% 1,994,000% | 100% - 17%
: Public Service
MM_TQ:!!, 813’000 34% 292,“ 15% - 541 *
Public Service | o ” :
Programs by ) \
Category ‘
—Education 59,250 0 i, - 1002
Health 199,750 97,000 - 51%
Social Service 147,750 40,000 - 73%
Recreation/
Culture 115,750 103,000 - 11%
Crime/ ) \
Delinguency 3,250 0 - 100% :
Manpower/Job
Development 104,000 0 - 100%
Econonic/Business
__Development 17,750 10,000 - &7
Transportation/ -
Communication + 116,750 42,000 - 64%
Environmental
Protection and - ‘
bevelopment 8,750 : 0 ‘ - 100%

*Reduction from _968-1972 sverage is due to funds granted to the city by the
Department of Houting and Urhan Development during the transition period, This
figure represencs the total funds available to the city for the first year of
Compunity Development activity. .
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“tabulated all non-model cities funds as nphysical

development® money and has added to that total all model
cities funds used for housing. and programs related to
housing development. The tables following use “average-
year"™ dollar figures for model cities spending. These
figqures were reached by dividing the total cumulative

_pudgets (see tables in previous portion of this section) by

the number of years the program was in existence.

This portion of the study also breaks down each city's
total public service budget into pragram categories such as
education, crime prevention, and health care. These funding
levels are then compared with funding levels wunder the
community development act to determine if cities have
altered the amount or proportion of funding from what it had
been during the years 1968-72. A\

ann Arbor received an average of $2,475,000 in HUD
funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act
(see table 19). The Ann Arbor model cities program
allocated an average of $721,825 a year to public' service
programs, accounting for 29 percent of all the coﬁsolidated
HUD funds spent in the city. The budged for community
development shows that $660,750 has be allocated to public
services. This figure represents 27 pexcent of the total
available budget and is an 3.5 percent decrease in the
amount of HUD funding being spent on public service programs
in the city. Changes in specific program categories are
shown in table 19.

Benton Harbor and Benton Township received an average
of $2,416,000 in HUD funding during the years 1968-72 for
those programs consolidated in the Housing and Community
Development Act (see table 20). The Benton Harbor-B8enton
Township model cities programs allocated an average of
$813,000 a year to public service programs, accounting for
34 percent of the consolidated HUD funds spent in the two
communities. The budgdet for community development shows
that the two communities allocated $292,000 for public
service programs. This figure represents 15 percent of the
total available community development funds and is a 64
percent decrease in the amount of HUD funding being spent on
public Service programs in the community. <Changes in
specific program catégories are shown in table 20.
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b‘\ City __ Datroit
- Average Annual ] First Year Percent Change
DHUD Funding Percant | HCD Act Percent (Increase = 4
1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total | Dacrease = -)
Total 34,101,000 %31,331,400 ™ -8
Public Service
Programs-Toral 10,582,000 31% 3,525,000 11%2 - 674
Public S«rvice
Prograns by
Category
_Education 2,789,800 0 - 100%
Health 3,027,200 3,050,000 + 1z
Social Service 1,012,000 o - 1007%
VoL Recreation/
' Culture 915,600 100,000 - 89%
Crime/ ’
Delinguency 393,600 88,000 - 78%
Maopower/Job
Development 968,400 ., 0 ~ 100%
Economic/Business
Development 176,400 0 - 100%
Transportation/
Cormunication 877,200 287,000 - 672
Eovirommental
Protection and
Development 421,800 0 . - 100%
*Reduction from 1968-1972 saverage is due to funds granted to the city by the

Departmant of Housing and Urban Development during the transit{

figure represents the total funds
Community Development activity.

on period. This

svailable to the city for thc first year of
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City Flint
- Average Aannual Tirst Year Percent Change
DHUD Funding Percent | HCD Act (Increase = +
| 1968-1972 of Total | Funding _of Total | Decrease = -) |
Total 8,715,200 7,737,000% - 11%
.~ ° Public Service :
programs-Total 1,560,400 18% 703,300 9% - 55%
: - |
Public Service
Programs by
Cat
®EQTY Not
gducstion 352,400 ° Available
Health 232,400
Social Service 104,200
Recreation/
Culture 334,400 |
. Crime/
Delinguency 140,800
Manpower/Job !
Dhevelopment 265,400
Economic/Business
Development 98,800
Traasportation/
Communication 0
Environmental
Protection and
Developmant 32,000

Y

*Roduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development during the transition pericd. This
figure represants the total funds available to the city for the first year of
Comuunity Development activity.
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Detroit received an average of $34,101,000 in HUD
funding during the years 1968-72 ‘for those programs A
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of
1374 (see table 21). The Detroit model cities program
allocated an average of $10,582,000 a Year to public service
programs, accounting for 31 percent of the consolidaved HUD
funds spent in the city. The: community development budget
for Detroit shows the city allocated $3,525,000 for public
service programs. This figure represents 11 pervent of the
total available community development budget and is a 67
percent reduction ir. the amount of HUD funds being spent on
public service programs in the city. Changes in specific
.Program*cateqories are shown ir. tabie 21.

Flint received an average of $8,715,200 in HUD funding
during the years 1968-72 (see *able 22). This figure .
includes 80 percent of the average model cities funds
(Geneses Coun“y, which operated the model cities program,
spent 3ipproximately 80 percent of the program®s funds in the
city of Flint), plus the average of the othér seven
consolidated programs. The model cities program spent an
average of $1,560,400 a year in Flint on public service
programs, accounting for 18 percent of the consolidated HUD
funds expended in the city.

The budget for community development shows that no
money has specifically been allncated to public service
proarams. However, the city has indicated that up to
$703,300 of its "c ntingency" fund might be spent for public
services. This fi.are represents 9 percent of the available
community development budget and a S5 percant reduction in
the amount of HUD funds being spent on public service
programs in the city of Flint. Since allocations of the
contingency funds have not yet been made, no comparison of
indivijual program categories is possible,

Grand Rapids received an average of $4,762,000 in HUD
funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (see table 23). The Grand Rapids model cities program
allocated an average of $1,107,000 for public service
~ brograms, accounting for 23 percent of the consolidated HUD
funds spent in the city. The community development budget
tor the city shows an allocation of $285,000 for
continuation of model cities public service programs, and an
additional $141,000 from the Ycontingency" fund was
allocated to public service programming after suktmission of

L4
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Co
. e c_{gy Grand Rapids_ o
Aversge Annual First Year | - Percent Change
- DHUD Funding - ! Percent | HCD Act Pexcent | (Increase = +
368-1972 of Total { Funding of Total | Decreass = =)
Total " 4,762,000 %,762,000
Public Sexvice ) R
m-'rotgl 1,107,000 23% 426,000 L7 B - 62%
Public Service
Prograns by
Category
__Education 124,000 80,000 - 36%
Health 222,000 341,000 + S4%
Social Service 62,000 0 - 100%
Recreation/
Culture 5,750 5,000 - 49%
Crime/ .
Delinguency. 69,000 0 - 100%
Manpower/Job
Development 269,500 0 - 100%
Economic/Business
Development 310,750 o - 100%
Transportatioa/
Communication 29,250 0 - 100%
Environmental N
Protection and
Development 10,750 0 - 100%
115
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- TABLE 24§ )

City  Highland Park

Average Annual First Year Pexcent Change
DHUD Funding Qercent | HCD Act Percent (Increase = +
1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total | Decresse = =)
Total 5,017,000 &4,349,728% - 13%
Public Service
Programs-Total 1,058,000 21% 284,615 7% - 7%
Public Service
Programs by ,
Category
Education 137,200 0 - 100%
Health 231,400 68,615 - 70%
' . __Social Service 324,000 196,000 - 40%
Recreation/
Culture 154,400 (4] - 1007
Crime/
Delinquency 103,200 20,000 - 812
Manpower/Job
Development 102,200 0 - 1007
Economic/Business
De velopment 5,600 o - 1007
Transportation/ s
Communication 0 0
Envirommental
Protection and
Development 0 0

*Reduetion from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period. This
figure represents the total funds available to the city for the first vear of
Community Development sctivity.
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the original budget to HUD. These funds represent 9 percent

of +he total community development budget and a 62 percent

reduction in the amount of HUD funding going to public
_-"service programs in the city. Changes in specific program

rategories are shown in table 23.

-Highland Park received an average of §5,017,000 a year
in HUD funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act
(see table 24). The Highland Park model c¢ities program
allocated an average of $1,058,000 for public service

_programs, accounting for 21 percent of the consolidated HUD
funds spent in the city. The community development budget
for dighland Park shows the city allocated $284,€15 for
public service programs. This figure represents 7 percent
of the total available community development budget and a 73
percent reduction in the amount of RUD funding going to
public service programs. Changes in specific program
categories are shown in table 24.

Lansing received an average of $6,967,000 in HUD
funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs '
consolidated in +the Housing and Community Development Act of
19764 (see table 25). The Lansing model cities program spent
an average of $1,555,954 on ublic service programs,
accounting for 22 percent of/ the consolidated HUD funds
spent in the city. The buddet for community development
shows that $1,009,490 was allocated for public service
programs., This figure represents 16 percent of the total
available community development funds and a 35 percent
reduction in the amount of HUD funding going to puklic
service programs in theg.city. changes in specific program
areas are shown in table 25.

Saginaw received an average of $3,608,000 in HUD

" funding during the yéars 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (see table 26). The Saginaw model cities program spent
an average of $860,331 a y=ar on public service programs,
accounting for 24 percent of the total consolidated HUD
funds spent' in the city. The community development budget
for Saginaw shows the city allocated $810,500 for public
service programs, including the continuation -0f model cities
public service programs. This figure represents 26 percent
of the community development budget and a & percent
reduction ir the amount of HUD funding going to public
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TABLE 25
City Lansing .
Average Annual First Year Fercant Change
DHUD Funding Percent | HCD Act Parcent {(Increase = +
1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total | Decrease = -)
Total 63967}000 5,189.000* o~ 11:
Public Service - Y R ; : -
Programs-Total 1,555,954 2 1,009,490 16% - 35%
Public Service
Frograms by
Category
Education 239,584 74,500 - §9%
Health 219,064 345,000 + 58%
Social Service 302,941 160,000 - 472
Recreation/ .
Culture 70,203 84,826 + 21%
Crime/ _A —
. Delinquency 259,798 295,164 + 142
Manpower/Job :
Development 71,280 0 - 1007%
Economic/Business
Development - 141,280 50,000 - 85%
Transportation/
Commnunication 107,498 0 - 100%
Eavironmental
Protection and i
Development 144,306 . o - 100% g

*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period., This
figure represents the total funds savailable td the city for the first yeaar of
Community Development activity, ;
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City Saginaw
Average Annual First Year Percent Change
DHUD Funding Percent | HCD Act Percent (Increase = +
1968-1872 of Total | Funding of Tota Decrease = -)
Total 3,608,000 3,172,000% - 122
Public Service . :
Prcgrams~1‘ot&l 860.331 24/- 810’500 261 .= 6%
Public Service
Programs by
Category
Education 355,333 162,000 - 5%
Health 49,333 , 50,000 + 1%
Social Service 288,000 360,000 + 25%
Recreation/ ’ *%
Culture 10,333 0 - 100%
Crime/
Delinguency 61,000 0 | - .- 1004
Manpower/Job
Developzent 27,333 0 - 100%
Econozic/usiness k
Develoonernt 8,333 225,000 + 260%
. Transportation/
Cozmunication 26,000 0 - 100%
Environmeatal -
Protection and
Developaent 34,666 13,500 - 61%

*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the Department
of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period, This figure represents
the total funds available to the city for the first year of Community Development activity.

*%Howard Sheltraw, director of the Saginaw Department of Community Development suggested
that the Advisory Committee include $230,000 in this category which the city intends to
use for land acquisition and public works projects having to do with parks, The U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development in its ''Grantee Performance Report"” /EUD-
4087(1-76}/ defines such projects as "physical" development, not public service.
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City “Motals All Cities

Average Annu#l First Year Percent Change
DHUD Funding Percent | HCD Act Percent | (Increase = +
1968-1972 of Total } Funding of Total | Decrease = -)
Total 68,061,200 62,011,128+ - 9%
Public Service . '
Programs-Total 18,258,510 27% 7,711,655v% 127 - 58
Public Service
Programs by v E .
Category ¢
Education h:231;392 ; 316,500 , - 937
"Health 4,356,997 4,135,265 - 5
Social Service 2,366,641 919,350 1 - 61w
Recreation/
Culture 1,690,836 441,326 - 742
Crime/ ,
Delinguency 1,133,398 468,414 -~ 597
Manpower/Job
Development 1,844,113 0 - 100%
Economic/Business
Develoscent 758,913 385,000 - 497
Transportation/
Communication 1,213,948 329,000 - 73%
Enviromental
Protection and
Developaent 662,272 A 13,500 - 98Y%

*Reduction due to advance funds granted to cities. The $62,011,128 represents the
total funds available to cities for the first year of Commmity Development activity.

**Includes $703,300 which the city of Flint may use for Public Service Programs., Since

these funds have not yet been allocated to specific programs, they have not been
included in the "Public Service Programs by Category" computations.
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service prodrams in the city. Changes in specific program
cateqories/are shown in table 26.

As a whole, Michigan's eight modeloéities communities
received an annual average of $68 milli in HUD funding
during the years 1968-72 for those programs consolidated in
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (see table
27). The eight cities spent an average of $18 million a
year on public service programs, accounting for 27 percent
of the consolidated@ HUD funds spent in the cities.

As a whole, the model cities communities received $62
million in funding for the first year of community :
development programming.2? Cf this amount, $7,711,6355 was
allocated for public service programs. This figure
represents 12 percent of the total available community
development funds and a $10 million reduction in the amount
of HUD funding going to public service programs in these
eight cities. The reduction represents a 58 percent cut in
‘public service program budgets.

HUD COMMENTS ON PROGRAMMING DECISIONS

Representatives of the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development testified before the Michigan Advisory
Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights regarding
+he 3ifferences in programming decisions resulting from
passage of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974,

Thomas Higginbothan, director of compliance and
enforcemant in th2 Chicago Regional Office of Equal
Opportunity, told the Advisory Committee that he did not
agree with the incerpretation of many city officials that
the Housing and Community Development Act was a bricks and
mortar, physical development type of program that would
limit the amount of funding for public service programs.

"I think you have to go bkack again to the basic nature
of *ne legislation, which was to put as many decisions into
‘local hands...as possible," Mr. Higginbothan told the
Advisory Committee, ®Consequently, the determination as to
~ the split [betwe=n funding for physical development and
public service programs], whether it is 20 percent cr 40
percent, or 50 percent, is up to the local [community ]."
(pp. 721, 725)
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Ruth Featherstone, director of the equal opportunity
division of the Detroit Area Office of HUD, told the
Advisory Committee that communities were not required to
limit the amount or percentage of funding spent on physical
development programs or public service programs:

There is nothing [in the regulations ]
to indicate what percentage a community
should use for any particular type of
program. The only thing in the
regulations that directly speaks to how
the city should use money, that I am
really acquainted with, is the tenor of
the program supposedly is to insure the
provision of services for low=-income
persons. (p. 722)

Ms. Featherstone went on to tell thé Advisory Committee
that HUD had no requirements as to how a city should divide
up its funds between physical development and public service
programs and that those decisions were in the hands of the
local community. (p. 726)

When asked if HUD imposed percentsge limitations or
encouraged cities to limit community sevelopment spending
for public service programs, Richar¢ Paul, director of the
community planning and development division of the Detroit
Area Office, told Commission staff in an April 6, 1975,
telephone interview that, "while the [ 1974 BHousing ang
Community Development] Act is biased toward physical
development activities, HUD has not imposed percentage
limits on community development public service spending by
cities nor has it encouraged cities in Michigan to change
their levels of planned public service spending."

As a result of increased local authority, Mr.
Higginbothan predicted that cities would tumn heavily
tewards physical development programs: ‘

Just the fact that the legislation
leaves certain decisions to local
officials and is not prescriptive in
terms of social [public service]
programs, ...makes me think that a
great many of the programs that we will
see coming out of the legislation will
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be initially hardware [ physical
development ] programs. (pp- 733, 73“)

This is due, Mr. Higginbothan sa;d, to the fact that
wtraditionally cities have been hardware cohscious.® (pp.
733, 734)

Regardlng the impact of Federal funds an concentrated
areas of blight, poverty, or minority concentration, Ms.
Featherstone told the Advisory Committee that the EHousing
and Community Development Act of 1974, “generally speaking"®
did "not necessarily"™ increase the impact of the Federal
dollar on low income or minority individuals. (p. 745)
Although previous programs, such as model cities, required
the concentration of funds in areas of the heaviest poverty,
the community development legislation allowed cities to take
money out of those areas and spend it in other, less
blighted, areas of the city.

"It really depends on the leadership of the applicant
city as to how the money is spent,® Ms. Featherstone said.

I should think that if they { low-income
and minority individuals] learned to
use the citizens' participation
mechanism properly, they could have
some major impact. The city would tend
in that instance to put the maximum
amount of money into those areas where
there is a considerable amount of slums
and blight. (p. 745)

If low-income and minority individuals did not wage such a
battle, according to Ms. Featherstone, city officials could
direct the expenditure of funds to less blighted areas of
the city with lower concentrations of poor and minority
individuals. (p. 745}

SUMMARY OF PROGRAMMING DECISIONS

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974
consolidated eigh+ U.S. Department of Housing ané Urban
Developiment catagorical programs that had together provided
communities with funds for physical development and public
service projects. One of those eight programs, model
cities, shares a number of similarities with the 1974 act.

123

A



N\ ‘ ‘ <
Al . ‘. ~

- r ' N
. - N . . N

A ‘ ‘ N

Both pieces of legislation indicated who was to be AN
benefited by the program: Model cities was to serve "the ©
poor and disadvantaged in...large slum and blighted areas.;\\\

Community development was "principally for persons of
low and moderate income™ and communities were to give
"maximum feasible priority tQ activities which benefit low=-
or-moderate-income families" or to activities "which the
applicakt certifies and the secretary determines are i
designed ¢o meet other community development needs having a
particular urgency as specifically described in the
application." .

Both pieces of legislation recognized the need for both
physical development and public service programs. Model
Cities required that programs be "of sufficient magnitude to
make .a substantial impact on the physical and social
problems...arrest blight and decay...and provide
educational, health and social ServiceS...." '

. Community development required that programs be
designed to “eliminate or prevent slums, blight and :
deterioration® and "provide community facilities and public
improvements, including the provision of supporting health,
social, and similar services where necessary and
appropriatecec.” :

In order to achieve these two goals, both acts spelled
out specific types of programs which could be undertaken
with the Federal funding. ’

Model Cities delineated the following funding
categories:

_ Rebuilding and revitalizing large slum and bklighted
areas.

Expanding housing, job, and income opportunities,
Reducing dependence on welfare. |

Improvement of =ducational facilities and programs.
Prevention of disease and ill health,

Reducing crime.
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Enhancing recreational and cultural opportunities.
Improving transportation between home and job.
Improving living conditions.

community development delineated the folldwing funding
categories:

Eliminate slums, blight, and blighting influences.
conservation and expansion of housing stock.
Elimination of conditions detrimental to health.
Improving safety and public welfare.

Fxpanding and improving community serxvices.

More rational utilization of larnd and natural
resources.

Reducing the isolation of income groups.
Preserving Properties having special historic value.

Both pieces of legislation allow local communitiegs to
choose from these eligible programs those projects that are
necessary to deal with the communities' needs. Model cities
legislation stated as a part of its purpose that ®cities
[{are] to plan, develop and carry out iocally prepared and
scheduled comprehensive...programses.."

Community development legislation called for the local
community to "identify community development needs" and to
nformulate a program® to meet those needs, The local

‘community was given authority and responsibility for the
vndevelopment of the applicatiorn and the execution of

its...program."

Even with these similarities the actual program choices
made under each act have been quite different. Model cities
programs in Michigan were predominantely public service
oriented. Approximately 65.5 percent of all model cities
funds in Michigan were spent on public service programs.
During an average year between 1968-72, Michigan's model
cities spent more than $18 million on public service
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programs. This expenditure of funds accounted for 27
percent of the total HUD funds available through the eight
Federal programs later consolidated under the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974.

Community development programs in Michigan are
predominantly physical development oriented and have cut
back funding for public service programs, The communities
included in this study allocated only 12 percent of their
funds for public service programs under the community
development act. This figure represents a cut of more than
$10 million in public service programming in those
communities studied, a reduction of more than 56 percent
from funding levels prior to enactment of the community
development act.

Model cities and community development also differ in
the racial and economic makeup of those benefiting from the
Federal funds. Model cities funds were spent in areas of
the community with the heaviest concentrations of low-income
and minority individuals, Community development funds have
been spent on an areawide and sometimes citywide basis. The
population receiving the program benefits, thus, includes a
larger percentage of nonminority and non-~low-income
individuals than that served by model cities. In addition,
the population served by community development funds is much
larger than that served by model cities and as a result the
average per family expenditure is smaller under community
development.

PINDINGS ON PROGRAM DECISIONS

1. The Michigan Advisory Committee to +the u.s.
Commission on Civil Rights finds that the enactment of the
Housing and Community development Act of 1974 has resulted
in a dramatic decline in the amount of HUD funding being
used by communities for public service programs (see note
13) of the type commonly funded under model cities. This
decline is due to a number of factors including but not
limited to:

eLocal communities reduced the scope and
authority provided to citizens in the
Ccitizens' participation process from previous
levels under model cities. Under the equal
partnership, structured, elected, and
financially-supported citizens? participation
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of model cities, the major emphasis in every
v one of Michigan's model cities was public
| service programming. Under community
development, without a joint partnership
. arrangement, without an organized structure
‘.or unit representing citizens, without
elected representation, and without financial
support, city councils reduced prior levels
of public service programming by more than
$10 million. )

eEven where local citizens were allowed to
exp&ess their programming preferences in an
organized fashion, city councils ovexrode the .
citizens* recommendations, and in many cases
decreased citizens*' recommendations for
public service funding and increased funding
for physical development. While citizens
have placed a high priority on public service
programs, city officials have traditionally
favored the use of Federal funds for physical
development.

eLocal city officials have taken advantage of
certain aspects of the community development
law in order to give the impression that
public services programs are to be only
minimally funded. Some officials have
justified large reductions in public service
program budgets by claiming that the law has
placed limits on this type of programming.

No such limits currently exist in the law and
no such limits are being imposed by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.

2. The Michigan Advisory Committee finds that the
enactment of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 has resulted in less funding for programs in areas of
concentrated slums and blight. In addition, Federal dollars
are being spread throughout entire communities at the
expense of those individuals living in areas of heaviest
blight. The racial and economic makeugp of those receiving
program benefits indicates that minorities and low-income
individuals are receiving fewer benefits under the community
development act than they received prior to its enactment:
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*Requirements regarding the purpose of ‘the
community development act and the individuals
it is to benefit have not been adequately
defined. Two key phrases requiring that
funds be used "principally for persons of low
and moderate income® and that communities
give "maximum feasible priority to activities
which will benefit low-or-moderate income
families or aid in the prevention or
elimination of slums and kElight®* could be
interpreted by local communities in such -a
way as to divert large amounts of funding
from the poor and minority families having
the greatest need. )

*The section of the law, section 104 (b} (2),
allowing cities to fund projects other than
those stated in the purpose section of the
. act ‘subverts the entire purpose of the
Housing and Community Development Act.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends to the U.S. congress
and to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
the immediate implementation of those recommendations
regarding citizens' participation that appear in this
report. It is the firm conviction.of the Advi sory Committee
that the citizens of the community can best determine for
themselves the appropriate use of Federal funds available
urder the Housing and Communitg Development Act.

2. The Michigan Advisory Committee ¢o the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that the Secretary of
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development issue a
technical assistance bulletin clarifying the distribution of
funds between public service and physical development
programpming. Such a bulletin would eliminate any
misinterpretation of the law or any misuse of the language
ot the law by city officials or citizens regarding
requirements on the distribution of funds.

3. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that the Secretary of
the U.S, Department of Housing and Urban Development issue a
definition of the terms "principally for persons of low and

128



i

moderate income,% and "maximum feasible priority to
activities which will benefit low-or-moderate-income
familieS...." The Advisory Committee recommends that these
definitions be submitted for public review and comment prior
to their inclusion in the rules and regulations governing
the community developm2nt act.

4. The Advisory Committee recommends that the U.S.
Congress amend the Housing and community Development Act of
1974, section 104 (b) (2), removing the language that alilows
communities to use funds for projects other-than those
penefiting low- and moderate-income families or those that
aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or blight.
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N NOTES TO SECTION IV

182 U.S.C. §3301 (1970).

242 u.s.c‘.;‘ $3303 (1970).

2 U.S.C.A. §5301 (q) (1975) .

*42 U.S.C.A. 65304 (a) (3) (1975).

SIbid., (b) (2).

42 U.S.C.A. §5305 (a) (1975).

742 U.S.C. §3303 and 42 U.S.C.A. 65304 (a) (3) (1975).
®42 U.S.C.A. §5305 (a) (8) (1975).

?U.S., Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Banking and Currency, Compilation of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, 93rd cong., 238 sess.,
1974, pp. 303, 361, 620 (hereafter cited as Compilation).

1039 Fed. Reg. 40145 (1974). )
,"

11U.S., Department of Housing and Urban Development,

Assurances, OMB No. 63-R1471, 1974. -

t2Compilation, p. 301.

13In its study the Michigan Advisory Committee foukhd that
various titles have been used to indicate this type\of
programming, including "software, " Ycommunity services,®
"human services," and support programs." The Adviso
Committee has chosen to use the terminology contained\in the
Housing and Community Development Act, section 105(¢a) (8) .
According to the act, “public services® include programs
concerned with employment, economic development, crime
prévention, child care, health, drug abuse, education,
welfare, and recreation. The “erm ¥physical dewvelopment
programs," as used in this Chapter, is interchangeable with
the terminology "hardware programs®™ which is used in some
cities in the State. ‘

14This amount reflects amount shown in ¢able 3, line 9; less
$69,500 attributable to physical development (housing)
programs. -
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, t‘Aﬂn Arbor, Migp.. City Council, Second Year Action Plan
3 _— e T ==

L7

‘(1972-1973), p.

1.

téAnn Arber, Mich., City Council, Application for Community
Development Revenue Sharing Block Grant (1975), prp. 16-26.

1 7Renton Harbor, Mich., City Council, Commuhitz Development
Application (1975), p. 1 of Community Development Program

.Section. Also see: Benton Township, Mich., County

Commission, Community Development Application (1975), pp.
13' 1“. o

t8This fiqure is larger than the figure given in table 8
because the city later used additional funds from its
*matching grant® category for public service programs.

t9petroit, Mich., Common Council, Community Development

Application (1975), pp. 1-3, Community Development Program
Section.

20Flint, Mich., City Council, Community Development
Application (1975), pp. 1. 2, Community Development Program
Section.

2ipaniel Boggan, Jr., Flint city manager, letter to U.S.
commission on Civil Rights, Aug. 1, 1975.

22Grand Rapids, Mich., City Commission, Application for

Federal Assistance Community Development Block Grant Program

i

(1975), pp. 1-8, Community Development Program Section.

234ighland Park, Mich., City Council, Application Community
pDevelopment Block Grant Program (1975), pp. 1-3, Community

‘Development Program Section.

2¢This amount reflects the figures shown in table 16 for
categories 9 and 15 less $560,838 for physical development
programs included in these categories. See: Lansing,
Mich., City Council, Community Development Application
(1975) , pp. 4-6, community Development Program Section.

2sThis amount reflects categories 9 and 15 less $144,200 for -

ohysical development programs in category 15.

26Saginaw, Mich., City Council, community Development
Application (1975), pp. 106, Community Development Program
Section and Maps A, B, and C.
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2?This reduction of 9 percent from prior average funding was
due to advance funds taken out of first-vear entitlements
and made available to cities, upon request, prior to the
beginning of the program. - '
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